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PREFACE. 

THE  following  work  is  not  intended  merely 
as  an  anfwer  to  Mr.  Booth's  Poedohap^ 
ttfm  Examined 'y  the  author,  as  occafion  offered, 
has  taken  notice  of  what  appeared  to  him  the 
moft  plaufible  arguments  and  obje£lions  contain- 
ed in  Dr.  Stennett's  Anfwer  to  Dr.  Adding- 
TON,  Dr.  Gale's  Refle6lions  on  Dr.  Wall's 
Hiftory,  and  fome  others  j  and  therefore,  he 
has  ventured  to  give  the  refult  of  his  inqui- 
ries the  title  of  Antiposdobaptifm  Examined ;  not 
fo  much  as  a  counter-title  to  that  of  Mr. 
Booth's  publication,  as  that  the  Antiposdohap- 
t'ljl  Syjlem  at  large,  is  made  the  fubje^l  of  in- 
quiry. This  extent  of  delign  will,  in  fome 
meafure,  account  for  the  largenefs  of  the  work  ; 
to  which  I  mull:  add  another  reafon,  viz.  That 
I  was  defirous  my  principles  may  be  thoroughly 
underftood  by  every  reader,  if  poflible,  without 
hazard  of  miftake  ;  and  this  appeared  the  moft 
effedual  method  —  to  fet  them  in  different  po- 
rtions—  and  to  (hew  their  connexion  with  the 
feveral  branches  of  difpute,  and  their  genuine 
pra£^ical  tendency.  Whence  arifes,  eventually, 
A  2  a 
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a  double  advantage  to  the  inquifitive  reader ;  he 
not  only  muil  needs  perceive  clearly  what  the 
principles  are,  but  alfo  has  an  opportunity  to 
judge  of  their  truths  by  obferving  the  univer- 
fality   of  their   application. 

At  diffei-ent  intervals  of  relaxation  from  more 
important  engagements,  the  fubject  of  thefe  vo- 
lumes had  attra£led  tlie  Author's  attention  for 
force  years  j  but  he  did  not  refoive  to  write 
and  publifn,  till  fome  time  after  Mr.  Booth's 
P csdobaptifin  Examined  made  its  appearance :  nor 
nas  it  his  defign,  when  he  began  to  write,  to 
handle  the  feveral  branches  of  controverfy  in  fo 
extenfive  a  manner.  But,  in  his  progrefs,  the 
more  he  confidered  his  leading  ideas,  in  their 
various  application  to  the  different  parts,  the 
more  he  was  induced  to  extend  his  plan. 

When  I  read  Mr.  Booth's  Preface  to  the 
fecond  edition  of  his  work,  which  came  out  af- 
ter the  formtr  part  of  mine  was  fent  into  the 
prefs,  my  curiofuy  was  not  a  little  gratified  with 
the  following  paragraph :  "  Should  this  ex- 
amination of  Poedobaptifm  have  the  honour  of 
being  regarded  as  deferving  an  anfwer,  and 
fliouM  any  of  our  oppofers  write  againfl:  me, 
it  will  not  avail  to  refute  fome  particular  parts 
of  the  work,  detached  from  the  general  princi- 
ples 


PREFACE.  V 

pies  on   which    I    proceed.     No;    the    daia^    the 
principal  grounds   of  reafuning,  which  are   adopted 
from  Pcedobaptifts  themfelves,  muft  be  condantly 
kept  in  view  ;  or   nothing  to  the  honour  of  in- 
fant  fprinkling  will     be    effe6ted.      For    as    the 
grand    principles   on    whicli    my     argumentation 
proceeds,     and    whence    my   general     conclufions 
are  drawn,    are    thofe  of  Proteftants  when    con- 
tending with  Papifts,  and  thofe  of  Non  -conform- 
ifts    when   dlfputing   with  Englifh  Epifcopalians  ; 
it   will   be   incumbent    on  fuch  oppofer   to  fhew, 
either  that  the  principles,  themfelves    are   falfe^   or 
that      my     reafoning     upon    them    is      inconclujive. 
Now   as  I    do  not  perceive    how  any  Proteflant 
can    give  up    thofe  principles,     without    virtually 
admitting  the  fuperflitions  of  Popery  ;    nor    how 
they   can   be    deferted  by   any  DifTenter,   without 
implicitly    renouncing    his     Non-conformity ;    fo 
I  conclude,  that   the  whole  force    of    any  oppo- 
nent    muft    be    employed    in    endeavouring    to 
piove,    that    I    have    reafoned    inconfequentially 
from  thofe  principles.     That  this  might  be  eafily 
proved,    I   am    not    at    prefent   convinced :    and 
whether    any  of    our  Poedobaptift    Brethren  will 
confider  this  publication    as  of  fufficient  import- 
ance to  excite  fuch   an  attempt,    is    to  me  un- 
certain*." A  3 

Tbs 

*  p.  19,  20. 
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,  The  data^  the  principal  grounds  of  reafomng  mujl 
he  kept  in  view.  Well,  I  refledled,  here  is  my 
tafk  fairly  pointed  out  i  and  I  am  not  a  little 
pleafed  to  obferve,  that  what  is  here  prefcribed 
is  precifely  the  fame  as  what  I  had  from  the 
firil  impofed  upon  myfelf:'  that  is,  not  to  nib- 
ble at  fome  of  the  branches  of  his  (lately  tree, 
but  to  lay  the  axe  of  oppofite  principles  to  the 
root  of  it ;  not  to  uncover  a  little  here  and 
there  of  his  building,  to  find  a  few  faults  in 
quotations,  tranflations,  and  the  like,  but  to  un- 
dermine the  foundation.  The  principal  grounds 
of  reafoning  I  have  endeavoured  conftantly  to 
keep  in  view;  and  my  aim  is  throughout  to 
fhew  that  the  principles  of  Proteilants  and  Non- 
conformifts,  taken  in  their  only  true  fenfe  and 
force,  are  either  mifunderftood  or  mifreprefented 
by  my  opponent,  and  confequently  his  reafon- 
ing upon  them,  which  derives  all  its  plaufibi- 
lity  from  that  mifreprefentation,  is  inconclufive. 
His  conduct  in  applying  their  maxims  to  his 
caufe,  may  be  compared  to  that  of  i  Judge 
who  fhould  produce,  from  the  befl  writers,  de- 
finitions of  Juftice  in  the  abftm(5^,  and  then  ar- 
bitrarily tack  thefe  to  any  caufe,  right  or  wrong, 
according  to  his  humour.  But  will  fuch  an 
arbitrary  application  of  a    deinition,   formed  ab- 

ftraaedly, 
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ftra£ledly,  make  a  caufe  more  or  lefs  juft  in 
itfelf  ?  Should  not  the  circumllances  of  the  point 
in  litigation  be  firil  attended  to,  and  the  facts 
be  accurately  afcertained,  in  order  to  infer  the 
quantufn  of  juftice  or  injuftice  in  the  whole  ag- 
gregate ?  So  far  were  the  moft  eminent  of  the 
Proteftants  and  Non-conformifts  from  difcarding 
the  ufe  of  right  reafon  and  fcripture  analogy  in 
their  inveftigations  of  gofpel  woriliip  and  infti- 
tutions,  that  fometimes  they  were  not  a  little  of- 
fended with  infinuations  to  the  contrary.  The 
following  words  of  Dr.  John  Owen  may  be 
fairly  deemed  a  proper  fpecimen  of  their  thoughts 
upon  the  matter :  "  I  have  of  late  been  much 
furprifed  with  the  plea  of  fome  for  the  ufe  cf 
reajon  in  religion  and  facred  things  j  not  at  all 
that  fuch  a  plea  is  infifted  on,  but  that  it  is 
by  them  built  exprefsly  on  a  fuppofition,  that  it 
is  by  others,  whom  they  reflecl  upon,  denied-^ 
whereas  fome,  probably  intended  in  thofe  reflec- 
tions, have  pleaded  for  it  again/}  the  P apt/is  (to 
fpeak  within  the  bounds  of  fobriety)  with  as 
much  reafon,  and  no  lefs  efFediually,  than  any 
amongft  themfelves*." 

In  facl,  the  chriftian  church  has   been  fhame- 
fully  abufed  by  extravagant  opinions  and  fuper- 

ftitious 

•  On  the  Sabbath,   Exercit,   I.  §  8, 


vlii  PREFACE. 

(litious  ceremonies,  which  may  well  raife  the  in- 
dignation of  a  mind  m  love  with  the  facred 
authority  of  fcripture,  and  rational  devotion  ; 
and  this  has  occafioned  fome,  in  the  height  of 
their  antipathy  and  pious  zeal,  to  fly  into  the 
oppofite  extreme  of  adhering  to  the  mere  letter 
of  divine  laws,  to  the  neglect  of  their  true  fpirit. 
But  this  is  not  all  ;  what  was  defigned  as  a 
preventive  to  the  former  difeafe,  becomes  itfelf, 
in  common  with  it,  the  occafion  (or,  fliall  I  fay, 
the  culpable  caufe?)  of  a  malady  far  more  dan- 
gerous. "  Among  other  prejudices,"  —  fays  a 
fhrewd  cbferver,  who,  hiding  himfeif  behind  the 
fcene,  attentively  watched  their  motions — "among 
other  prejudices  there  is  one  of  a  particular  na- 
ture, which  you  muft  have  obferved  to  be  one 
of  the  greateft  caufes  of  modern  irreligion.— 
Whilft  fome  op!7iio?:s  and  rites  are  carried  to 
fuch  an  hnmoderate  height^  as  expofes  the  ab- 
furdity  of  them  to  the  view  of  almoft  every  body 
but  them  who  raife  them,  not  only  *  gentlemen 
of  the  belles  lettres^  but  even  men  of  common 
fenfe,  many  times  fee  thro'  them  ;  and  then  out 
of  indignation  and  an  excefTive  renitence,  not  fe^ 
parattng  that  which  is  true  from  that  which  is 
falfe,  they  come  to  deny  both,  and  fall  back, 
into  the  contrary  extreme,  a  contempt  of  all 
religion  in   general  *." 

*  WotLAST.  Relig,  of  Nat,  p.  60,  6x»     EJit.   i^x^t 
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I  SHOULD  be  very  forry  if  what  is  advanced 
in  the  following  Examination,  ftiould  in  any 
meafure  violate  the  facred  bond  of  chriftian  cha- 
rity and  friendfhip  that  fubfifls  between  me  and, 
in  this  inftance,  my  differing  brethren ;  with  fe- 
veral  of  whom  I  v.iili  to  prefei-ve  and  cultivate 
a  fraternal  aitedion.  And  thofe  of  them  who 
bear  the  minifterial  character,  with  whom  I  agree 
in  weightier  points  of  evangelical  truth,  are  wel- 
come to  my  pulpit,  my  houfe,  and  my  heart ; 
and  none  would  be  more  fo,  according  to  my 
prefent  views,  than  the  author  of  the  Reign  of 
Grace^  and   Pcedobaptifm    Examined, 

I  NOW  fubmit  the  performance  to  the  impartial 
judgment  of  the  candid  public,  and  implore  the 
blefling  of  God  on  every  grain  of  truth  con- 
tained in  it,  for  the  reader's  real  benefit;  ear- 
naftly  wifhing  that  evangelical  knowledge  may 
increafe,  and  that  all  our  acquaintance  wdih 
God's  word,  covenant,  inftitutions,  and  all  the 
means  of  grace,  may  be  reduced  to  experience 
and  ufeful  pradice,  to  the  glory  -  of  God,  the 
Father,  the   Son,  and  the  Holy   Ghofl.     Ainen^ 

Oswestry,  Dec.  9,  i;88. 
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Intended    to    be  puhlijhed^    as  foon  as   the  Author's 
other  Engagements  will  permit^ 
A  N' 

ESSAY 

ON  THE 

EQUITY  OF    DIVINE  GOVERNMENT, 

AND       THE 

SOVEREIGNTY  of  divine  GRACE. 

Wherein,  particularly,  The 

LATITUDINARIAN  HYPOTHESIS    of  INDETERMINATE 

REDEMPTION, 

AND       THE 

ANTINOMIAN   NOTION  •  of    the    DIVINE   DECREES 
being  the  rule  of  mlnifterial   conduft,   are 
carefully  examined. 

By    EDWARD     WILLIAMS. 

Shall  not  the  Judge  of  all  the  earth  do  right?  Gen. 
xviii.  25. 

And  he  doth  according  to  his  will  In  the  army  of  Hea- 
ven, and  among  the  inhabitants  of  the   earth.     Dan.  iv.  35. 

Why  doth  he  yet  find  fault  ?  for  who  hath  rcfifted  his 
will  ?  Nay  but,  O  man,  who  art  thou  that  replieft  againll 
God  ?  Shall  the  thing  formed  fay  unto  him  that  formed  it, 
Why   haft  thou   made  me   thus  ?     Rom.  ix.  19,  20. 

The  fecret  things  belong  to  the  Lord  our  God  ;  but 
thofe  things  which  are  revealed  belong  unto  us  and  to  cux' 
children  for  ever.     Deut.  xxix.  29. 


ANTIP^DOB  AYT  I  S  M 
EXAMINED. 

INTRODUCTION, 

Containing    fome    Preliminary  Remarks, 


§  I.  The  importance  of  the  fubjeSf,  §2.  The  ad- 
vantages of  a  firiSl  and  impartial  inquiry  into  it. 
§  3.  Preliminary  Remarks,  §  4.  (i)  Of  the 
kind  of  evidence  required  in  this  debate*  §  5,  (2) 
Concerning  the  main  hinge  of  the  controverfy,  §  6» 
(3)  ^f  defining  and  explaining  the  principal  terms, 
§  7.  (4)  Of  human  authority  and  opinion » 

§  I.  rry  hat  the  fubje6l  invefligated  in  the 
X  following  pages  is  of  a  nature  con- 
fiderably  important,  will  hardly  be  quellioned  by 
any  who  reflecSl,  that  no  perfon  profeiTing  chrifti- 
anity  can  lawfully  exen:ipt  hhnfelf  from  paying  it 
at  leaft  a  practical  attention;  for,  if  he  imagine 
(as  the  Ridker s^  and  fome  of  the  followers  of 
SocxNUs  do)  that  he  is  under  no  obligation  to 
B  cfpoufe 
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efpoufa  the  pradice  of  water  baptifm,  as  zjiand- 
htg  ordinance  in  the  chriftian  church,  furely  he 
ought  to  have  fubftantial  reafons  for  that  deter- 
mination, or  elfe  muft  incur  the  cenfure  of  pre- 
cipitate ralhnefs  and  irreligion.  It  concerns  him 
impartially  to  judge,  whether  or  not  the  arguments 
adduced  in  favour  of  this  chriftian  practice  be  of 
fupcrior  force  to  thofe  infifted  on  to  juftify  an 
abfolute  neglect  of  it.  If  the  ordinance  be  from 
heaven,  a  law  once  ennfted  by  the  Great  Head 
of  the  church ;  is  our  evidence  for  its  repeal 
ftronger  than  any  we  have  for  its  continuance? 
If  not,  the  neglect  muft  be  highly  criminal,  as 
implying  an  impeachment  of  the  divine  wifdom, 
and  a  contempt  of  the  divine  authority*.  But 
if  it  be  an  evident  truth,  that  this  ordinance  is 
of  perpetual  obligation^  no  fmcere  chriftian  can 
hefitate  a  moment  from  inferring,  that  it  is  of 
fome  importance  to  know,  how  he  may  he/l  dif- 
churge  any  duty  that  relates  to  it?  To  fay,  that 
it  is  of  no  confequence  who  is  baptized,  or  im- 
material hoiv  the  rite  is  to  be  performed,  luithout 

due 

*  Thk  notion,  "  that  this  inftltutlon  doth  not  extend  to  the 
defcendants  of  profefling  chriftians;  being  neither  fuitable  to  their 
circiim^ances,  nor  Intended  to  bind  them,"  is  juftly  ftiled,  by 
3  Gentleman  who  has  lately  publifhed  on  the  fuhje(n:,  a  nnv  idea 
concerning  baptifm,  as  appropriate  to  prtfent  tirreii  which  he  refutes 
by  fhewing — that  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  any  particular 
commandy  or  any  circumjlance  in  the  injunftion  that  renders  it  pecu- 
liarly proper,  or  any  ways  limits  it  to  the  perfons  and  times  then 
prefent,  or  which  immediately  fucceeded — and  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  rite  of  baptifm,  in  its  meaning  and  dejign^  that  indicates  its 
being  founded  on  partial  confiderations.  See  Toulmin's  EJJ'a^  m 
Bfiptiftn,  paj/im. 
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dud  ixamlnationy  is  incompatible  with  chrlftian 
iincerlty.  Whatever  bears  the  ftamp  of  divine 
authority  has  an  undifputed  claim  on  our  reve- 
rential regards.  I  may  further  add^  the  confider- 
ation  of  its  frequent  occurrence — that  moft  gof- 
pel  minifters  have  reiterated  calls  to  determine 
about  the  fubje6ls  and  circumflances  of  it —that 
there  are  innumerable  families  who  have  re- 
peated Gccafions  to  decide  upon  the  cafe  —  and, 
in  a  word,  that  no  parent  of  a  living  child  in 
the  whole  chriftian  world,  ought  to  reckon  this 
ordinance  as  a  matter  of  mere  indifference — thefe 
confiderations,  I  fay,  and  others  that  might  be 
mentioned,  are  concurring  reafons  at  once  to 
juftify  a  ftri£t  and  impartial  inquiry  into  this 
controverted  fubje^l,  and  thereby  an  attempt  to 
afcertain  its  comparative  importance. 

Thus  far,  therefore,  I  have  the  pleafure  to 
agree  with  the  refpe6table  Author  whofe  publi- 
cation I  more  profefiedly  examine,  when  he  fays^ 
''  Some  perfons  affe6l  to  reprefent  all  difputes 
about  the  mode  and  fubje6ts  of  baptifm  as  not 
only  ftale  and  unimportant,  but  as  unworthy  the 
character  of  any  who  profefs  a  warm  regard  for 
the  Perfon,  the  atonement,  and  the  grace  of  Jefus 
Chrift.  It  muft,  indeed,  be  acknowledged,  that 
church  order,  pofitive  rites,  and  external  forms 
of  worQiip,  are  not  of  equal  importance  with 
thofe  dodlrines  which  immediately  refpedl:  the 
objed  of  our  worfhip,  as  rational  creatures;  the 
ground  of  our  hope,  as  criminals  deferving  to 
periihj  or  the  fource  of  our  blelTednefs,  as  in- 
B  2  tended 
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tended  for  an  immortal  exiftence. — But  is  this  a 
fufficient  reafon  for  treating  the  law  of  baptifm 
as  if  it  were  of  little  or  no  importance  —  as  if 
it  were  obfokte,  or  as  if  our  Great  Legidator 
had  no  meaning  when  he  enad^ed  it  ?  —  Are  we 
not  required  to  contend  earneflly^  but  with  vir- 
tuous difpofitions,  for  every  branch  of  that  faith 
which  was  once  delivered  to  the  faints?  If,  there- 
fore, infants  be  folemnly  fprinkled  by  divine 
right,  it  muft  be  the  indifpenfihle  duty  of  Poedo- 
baptifts  to  contend  for  it*" — efpecially  when  at- 
tacked.  To  this  I  vv'ould  add,  if  the  baptizing  of 
infants  be  at  all  a  duty,  it  mufi  be  an  import6i7it 
one,  for  it  is  to  be  obferved,  as  Bp.  Butler 
has  done  before,  "  That  all  chriftians  are  com- 
manded to  contribute,  by  their  profeffion  of 
chrifiianity,  to  preserve  it  in  the  world;  for  it 
is  the  very  fcheme  of  the  gofpel  that  each 
chriftian  fnould,  in  his  degree,  contribute  tovs'ards 
continuing  and  carrying  it  onj  all  by  uniting  in 
the  publick  profeffion  and  external  praftice  of 
chrifiianity  f  ,'*  which  cannot  properly  be  done 
without  duly  attending  to  the  introdudlory  rite 
to  fuch   a  profelfion. 

§  2.  A  FAIR  inveRigation  of  the  fubje£l  be- 
fore us,  in  its  full  extent,  and  the  general  prin^ 
ciples  on  which  the  weight  of  the  controverfy 
depends,  may  be  attended  alfo  with  fome  con- 
fidcrablc  advantages.  A  liberal,  yet  modeft,  in- 
quiry  after  truth,   efpecially   in   matters   of  duty 

and 

•  Mr.  Booth's  Paedobaptifm  Examined.  Preface,  p.  7, 
t  Bvthr'c  i\naJocy,    Pajt  JI,  Ch,  1.  p,  219,  2d,  Edit, 
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and  pra6llce,    cannot  fall   of    being   Immediately 
advantageous  to  the  inquirer,  and,  when  attended 
with    fuccefs,    mufb   be   greatly   beneficial    in    its 
confequences.     For,    to   difcover   truth,    and  the 
evidence  of  truth,    muft   needs    afford    more    fub- 
flantial    profit,    and    a    more    generous    pleafure, 
than  can  be    expe6^ed  in  the  mazes   of  falfehood 
and  error,  ignorance  and  prejudice.  We  may  reft 
afTured    that    the    valuable    gem,     Truth,  will 
lofe  nothing  of  its  luftre  or  worth  by  a  thorough 
examination.     If  what  has  appeared  to  us,  in  the 
femblance   of  a    precious  jewel,    turn   out  on  a 
clofer   fearch  to  be    no    better   than  a  worthlefs 
pebble,  it  mufl  be  weak  and  prepofterous  f^ill  to 
retain   and    prize  it    as    mofl  valuable.     But   if 
long  efleemed  as  of  real  worth,  and  pronounced 
genuine    by    many    able   judges,    proportionable 
caution  is  necefTary;  we  fhould  turn  and  view  it 
on  every   fide,    avail  ourfelves  of  the  beft  light, 
and   every  proper  advantage,   lefl-,  gulled  by  the 
artful,  ourfelves   and  our  families  fuftain   an   im- 
portant lofs.     If  Psedobaptifm  be  in  reality  what 
its   oppofers   of  the   prefent   day  pronounce   it  to, 
be,  namely,  "  ahfurd  and  unfcriptural^^''  to  refign 
it    will   be  no    lofs,    but    real   gain.      But    if  it 
be  of  God,  it   is  a  truth  \  and   if  it  be  a  truth, 
there  is  attainable  evidence   for   its  being  fo ;  for, 
I  confefs,  I   have  no   high  opinion  of  what  Mr. 
B.    calls   a  wonderful  fecret  — /rw/^  without  evi^ 
deme  —  tho'    it  were    difcovered  by    a   right    re- 
B  3  verend 

•  St^nnet's   Anfwer  to  Addinoton,  p,  234* 
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verend  prelate  f.  But  I  would  not  have  Mr.  B. 
be  tranfported  with  joy  at  the  idea  of  his  pof- 
feffing  "  greatly  preponderating  evidence  on  his 
fide,"  till  he  has  better  juftified  the  principles  on 
"which  he  argues;  left  while  he  is  endeavouring 
to  demolifh  the    labours   of  others,    and  pleafed, 

"  greatly 

f  Bp.  TayIor's  Liberty  of  Prophefying.  This  prelate,  whom 
Mr.  B.  fo  often  quotes,  wrote  the  treatife  here  referred  to  in  the 
.times  of  the  rebellion  in  England}  in  which  he  undertakes  to 
Aew,  with  a  view  to  mcdevate  the  rigor  of  the  parliamentarian  party, 
hew  much  might  be  faid  of  two  forts  of  Diffenters,  the  Antipaedo- 
baptifts  and  the  Papifts. — And  in  his  plea  for  the  former,  tho'  he 
there  dedires  himfelf  well  fatisfied  with  the  principles  of  Pas- 
dobaptifm,  of  which  he  gives  a  fummary  account,  and  fays,  that  he 
takes  the  other  opinion  to  be  zn  error -^  yet  under  prttence  of  reciting 
what  may  be  faid  for  this  error,  he  draws  up  fo  elaborate  a  fyftena 
of  arguments  againft  infant  baptifm,  and  fets  them  forth  to  fuch 
advrrntage,  that  he  is  judged  to  have  faid  more  for  the  Antipaedobaptifts 
than  they  were  ever  before  able  to  fay  for  thcmfelves.  And  Dr.  HAai> 
MOND  fay«  (Six  Q^fr.'es.  Infant  Baptifm,  §  49,)  It  is  the  moft 
diligent  coiIc<fHon  and  the  moft  exaft  fcheme  of  the  arguments 
againft  Infarct  Baptifm  that  he  had  ever  met  with.  Therefore  the 
Dr.  wrote  an  anfv,  er  to  this  piece,  folving  each  objeftion  particularly  ; 
towards  the  conclufion  of  which  (§  139.)  he  cbfeives,  *'  I  have 
*•  pafled  thro'  all  the  feveral  heads  of  arguments  that  are  here  propofed, 
<*  and  confidered  them  as  nicely  as  I  could,  fo  as  not  to  let  fall  one 
*•  word  that  feemed  to  me  to  have  any  fhew  of  validity  in  it,  or  in 
'*  the  confequence  of  it,  and  muft  confent  to  the  truth  of  the  author's 
"  [the  Bi/hop's]  obfervations,  "  that  the  Anaba.ptifls  have  been  en- 
**  couraged  in  their  error  more  by  the  accidental  advantages  given  tlicm 
"  by  the  wezknefs  of  thofe  arguments  that  have  been  brought  againft 
"  them,  than  by  any  tiuth  of  their  caufe."  And  afterwards  Bp, 
Taylor  himfelf,  having  premifed  th.^t  he  was  forry  if  any  one  had 
"been  fo  weak  as  to  be  milled  by  fuch  obje£lions,  and  that  he 
counted  it  great  condefcenflon  in  Dr.  Hammond  to  bcftow  an  anfwcr 
on  them,  wrote  alfo  his  own  anfwers  to  his  own  objedlions,  and  in. 
ferted  them  in  a  hitter  edition  of    the  laid    treatife,   (Sec  Wall's 

Trcatift 


preliminary  Remarh,  7 

**  greatly  pleafed,"  with  tlie  thought,  his  own 
foundation  be  undermined.  Nor  would  I  have 
him  be  fo  "  greatly  difcouraged/'  as  he  profefles 
to  be,  in  refpedt  of  an  iffue  to  the  prefent  con- 
troverfy,  while  he  thinks  that  the  Baptifts  alo^ig 
"  will  plead  preponderating  evidence,  and  firmly 
infift  upon  it  as  a  maxim  of  logical  prudence, 
that  our  ajfent  fhould  always  be  proportioned  to 
the  degree  of  evidence,"  Sir,  let  not  this  dif- 
courage  you;  fiirely  the  Psedobaptifts  will  think 
better  of  it  than  to  reje6l  fo  excellent  a  rule  in 
pleading  their  caufe.  For  my  own  part,  I  have 
the  pleafure  to  aiTure  you,  that  I  feel  no  re- 
luctance at  all  to  appeal,  on  every  occafion,  to 
fo  equitable  a  maxim,  be  the  confequence  what 
it  may.  "  Nor  have  I  any  apprehenfion '  (to 
borrow  the  words  of  an  oppofite  writer)  that 
this  trial  will  at  all  injure  the  caufe  I  am  de- 
fending 5  on  the  contrary,  1  am  well  perfuaded 
B  4  it 

Treatife  on  Infant  Baptlfm,  Part  U.  Chap,  2.  §  6.)---After  a^l,  tho.' 
there  be  nothing  which  we  can  pronounce  to  be  truth  without  fuiublc 
evidence,  yet  in  a  qualified  fenfe  I  queftion  whether  the  Bifhop's  re- 
mark— '*  I  think  there  is  fo  much  to  be  pretended  againft  that  [Pae- 
dcbaptifm]  which  I  believe  to  be  the  truth,  that  there  is  much  mor« 
truth  than  e'videtice  on  our  fide"— deferves  all  that  fever jty  of  fAtire 
which  Mr.  B.  beftows  on  it.  For  by  evidence^  I  prefume,  he  intends 
a  particular  kind  oi  evidence,  an  exprefs  command,  tot  idem  •verbis  y  or, 
demonftrable  fcriptural  example:  and  by  truths  a  concUifion  ftirly 
drawn  from  other  premifes.  Nor  will  Mr.  B.  deny,  that  there  arfi 
many  things  of  a  religious  nature  demonftrably  truty  or  in  matters 
of  praftice  abfolute  duty,  the  evidence  whereof  does  iiot  arife  from 
expr«fs  levdation.  Whether  this  remark  will  apply  to  the  fubjeft 
In  ijuedionf  will  be  further  examined* 
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it  will  ferve  it.  It  is  the  part  of  error,  not  of 
truth,  to  elude  inquiry:  and  he  who  would  e- 
ftablKh  a  point  in  debate,  if  he  is  fatisfied  of 
the  goodnefs  of  his  caufe,  will  know  how  even 
to  avail  himfelf  of  the  obje<Slions  of  his  oppo- 
nents. Truth  is  always  perfedly  confident  -with 
itfelf:  and  however  collateral  circumftances  may 
be  fo  difguifed,  or  placed  in  fuch  a  point  of 
light  by  fkilful  management,  as,  for  a  time,  to 
weaken  and  confound  the  plainell  evidence  of 
a  real  fad ;  yet,  when  thofe  circumflances  come 
to  be  thoroughly  looked  into,  they  will  not 
only  ceafe  to  have  their  effe6i:,  but  will  cor- 
roborate and  brighten  that  evidence  to  which 
they   before  proved  fo  unfriendly.*" 

§  3.  Ix  is  no  uncommon  thing  in  controver- 
fial  matters  for  the  contending  parties  to  mifun- 
derftand  one  another  on  their  firft  fetting  out; 
either  fom.e  ambiguous  terms  are  not  explained, 
on  which,  notwithftanding,  confiderable  ftrefs  is 
laid;  or  fomething  is  much  infifted  on  which 
has  only  a  remote  reference,  but  is  far  from 
being  effential,  to  the  fubje<fl  in  hand;  or  a 
multitude  of  arguments  are  produced  in  proof 
of  a  point,  when  moH,  if  not  all,  would  have  not 
the  leafc  plaufibility  but  from  begging  the  queftion 
in  debate.  This  method  may,  indeed,  dazzle 
and  confound  the  weak,  but  is  ill  calculated  to 
convince  the  judicious.  This  being  the  cafe,  and 
perhaps  never    more  fo  than  in    difputes    about 

baptifm, 

•  St XN net's  Anfwer  to    A,    p.  213. 
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baptifm,  It  may  be  proper  to    make  a   few  Pre- 
liminary Remarks, 

§  4.  (i)  I  BEGIN  then,  with  a  pertinent  ob- 
fervation  of  an  ingenious  Antipaedobaptift,  which 
he  afterwards  exprefsly  applies  to  baptifm.  "  No 
theological  fubje6t  (fays  he)  requires  more  ac- 
curate inveftigation  than  the  article  of  evidence. 
Evidence  is  that  which  dcmonftrates.  Now  there 
are  various  kinds  and  degrees  of  evidence,  and  it 
would  very  much  contribute  to  clear  a  point  in 
debate,  were  difputants  firft  of  all  to  agree  on  cer- 
tain data,  or  what  fhould  be  allowed  evidence  in 
the  cafe  in  queftion.  In  law  this  is  a  matter  of 
great  confequence,  and  when  divines  proceed  ia 
the  methods  ufed  in  our  courts  of  law,  they  gain 
infinite  advantage  —  They  do,  as  it  were,  fvvear 
the  witnefles  before  they  admit  them  as  evi- 
dence*." 

It  is  ftrongly  infinuated  by  Mr.  B.  that  what- 
ever has  been  faid  in  vindication  of  Paedobaptifin 
is  fit  only  to  deceive  "  fuperficial  obfervers." 
Take  his  own  words.  "  It  is  manifeft  that 
nothwithftanding  the  number  of  evidences  ufually 
fubpcenaed  againftus,  when  the  validity  of  infant 
fprinkling  is  to  be  publickly  tried;  and  notwith- 
ftanding  the  formidable  appearance  they  frequent- 
ly make,  in  the  eye  of  a  fuperficial  obferver; 
yet,  when  thefe  very  evidences  are  impartially 
examined  by  Paedobaptifls  in  private^  without 
being  perplexed  with  captious  queries,  they  have 
not  a  word  to  fay  for  infant  fprinkling  j  but-all- 
B  5  their 

•  Robinson's  Notes, on  CiAUDi'sEflay,  Vol,  II,  p.  247, 
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their  depofitions  are  directed  to  prove  do£^nnes 
and  fails  of  a  quite  different  nature  -}•.'*  Surely 
this  is  very  aftonilhing  if  true.  What!  are  all 
the  conclufions  of  every  Psedobaptift  difputant  fo 
naked,  fo  arbitrary,  fo  irrational,  that  not  one 
principle  is  fc-und  which,  as  a  faithful  evidence, 
and  unfuborned,  will  ftand  uniform  in  its  depo- 
fitions, unmoved,  and  unawed  by  crofs-examin- 
ation?  I  would  now  only  beg  of  the  reader  to 
admit,  that  it  is  at  leaft  poJJiUe  Mr.  B.  is  mifled 
by  too  hafty  and  partial  a  judgment.  Is  he  fure, 
has  he  demonjirated^  not  only  that  the  witneffes 
give  evidence  in  his  favour,  but  that,  in  Mr. 
Robinson's  phrafe,  they  are  "  fworn  before  they 
are  admitted?"  I  am  not  a  little  fufpicious  that 
his  principal  witnefs,  nay  the  only  one  in  which 
he  feems  to  place  any  confidence,  is  not  legally 
introduced. 

To  be  a  little  more  explicit ;  I  apprehend  the 
Antipasdobaptifls  build  on  the  following  fup^ 
pofition  as  their  chief  corner  ftone,  confide  in  it 
as  their  great  palladium,  and  refer  to  it  as  the 
ftandard  of  all  their  arguments,  namely,  "  That 
the  law  of  baptifm  in  the  New  Teflament  is  of 
a  nature  intirely  pofitive^  as  to  the  fubje£t  and 
mode  of  it;"  and,  if  I  underhand  them  right, 
they  are  willing  that  their  caufe  Ihould  (land  or 
fall  with  it.  Thus  Mr.  B.  when  animadverting 
on  the  conduit  of  one  of  his  brethren  for  oc- 
cafionally  quitting  that  fort,  "  Except  it  be 
maintained,     that   pojitive    ordinances    are    to    be 

intirely 
f  I4em  p,  445» 
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i'ntirely  governed  by  pofttive  law  and  primitive 
example,  it  is  i?npoJJible  for  him  to  ftand  his  ground 
by  fair  argument  in  various  cafes,  when  difputing 
with  Pa^dobaptifts  as  fuch  *."  "  All  who  pre- 
tend, (fays  a  Gentleman  before  quoted)  to  defend 
infant  fprinkling,  do  but  trifle,  except  they  go 
to  the  true  ground  of  the  debate,  and  either  prove 
— that  infant  fprinkling  is  fomewhere  appointed 
by  Chrift  our  Legiflator — or  that  the  authority 
of  Chrift  is  not  neceflary  to  the  eftablifhment  of 
a  pofttive  infiitute — or  that  fome  perfon  has  fmce 
appeared  vefted  with  fuch  authority  as  Chrift 
himfelf  exercifed  f.'*  A  dire  dilemma !  But, 
upon  recollecStion,  to  eafe  myfelf  a  little  of  this 
tripple  perplexity,  I  beg  leave  to  return  the 
third  part  of  the  difficulty  to  the  author  himfelf 
and  the  pretended  fucceflbrs  of  St.  Peter,  to  be 
amicably  fettled  between  them.  The  two  former 
I  fliall  not  trifle  with,  but  fliall  endeavour  fairly 
to  anfwer  them.  For  as  our  opponents  feem 
willing  to  hazard  the  reputation  and  exiftence 
ef  their  caufe  with  the  ftrength  of  the  afore- 
faid  maxim,  "  Baptifm  is  a  merely  pofttive 
rite;" — and  concluding  it  to  be  divine^  they  in 
their  turn,  "  in  the  language  of  felf-gratulation, 
repeat  the  old  tv^ma.  of  Archimedes,  /  havi 
found  it  I  I  have  found  ///'*— it  will  be  neccftary, 
and  it  ftiaU  be  the  leading  part  of  this  work,  to 
examine  its  pretenftons  with  ftriiStnefs.  Thus  I, 
alfoj  ftiall  attempt,  on  proper  occafions,  to  afcer- 
tain  the  kinds  and  degrees  of  evidence,  and 
B  6  "  fwear 

•  p.  46a.  f  Rabxkson's  Notes,  Vol.  II,  p.  433, 
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"  fwear  the  witnelTe^."  Nor  am  I  difcouraged 
at  the  profpe6l  of  "  proving,  that  infant  baptifm 
IS  SOMEWHERE  appointed  by  Chrift  our  Legifla- 
tor.'* 

§  5.  (2)  I  PROCEED  to  obferve,  that  it  appears 
to  me  extremely  defirable,  in  controverfial  de- 
bates, that  the  difputants  fliould  be  pecuharly 
felicitous  to  fix  upon  the  main  hinge  ©f  the 
difference  between  them,  as  that  not  only  tends 
to  reduce  it  in  bulk,  but  would  alfo  fuperfede 
much  impertinence,  altercation,  and  falfe  reafon- 
ingj  hereby  a  fairer  opportunity  would  be 
afforded  for  a  clofe  encounter,  the  combatants 
would  ftand,  as  it  were,  upon  even  ground,  and 
thus  we  may  hope  the  one  party  might  avoid 
the  charge  laid  againfl  it  by  the  other,  viz.  That 
it  no  fooner  fixes  upon  a  fpot  for  the  engage- 
ment, than  it  finds  it  neceffary  or  expedient  to 
quit  that  for  another. 

But  how  fhall  a  man  know  what  this  turning 
point  is?  Mr.  Robinson  affures  us  that  "Abra- 
ham's covenant,  greek  particles,  and  a  thoufand 
more  fuch  topicks,  no  more  regard  the  fubje<Sl 
than  the  firft  verfe  of  the  firft  book  of  Chronicles, 
Adam,  Sheth,  Enofh*!"  Dreadful  fcythe !  And 
no  mean  mower,  to  cut  fo  nmch  at  one  flroke ! 
Dr.  S.  with  more  moderation,  expreffes 
himfelf   as    follows,   "  This   queftion,  fays  he, — 

W?IETHER  BAPTISM    IS  A  MEAN    OF    FAITH  -AND 

REPENTANCE? — I    take    to    be    the    main    hinge 
upon  which  the  difpute  between   us  and  the  Pne- 

dobaptUis 

*  Notes  on   Ci/iucE,  Vol,  II,  p.  423. 


PreUmiruiry  Remarh,  15 

dobaptlils  turns  f*'*  I  am  at  a  lofs,  however, 
how  to  reconcile  this  declaration  with  what  he 
fays  elfewhere;  for  inrtance,  where  he  reprefents 
the   fuppofed    "  joint    interest    of   parents. 

AND    their    children    IN     THE    COVENANT,    aS 

that  upon  which  the  ivhok  fuperftru^ure  of  in- 
fant baptifm  ftands,"  adding,  "  What  pity  then 
our  brethren  will  not  yield  to  the  force  of  this 
plain  truth,  that  pofitive  inftitutions  mufl:  in 
their  own  nature  derive  their  authority,  not 
from  the  uncertain  deductions  of  analogy,  but, 
from  the  clear  and  exprefs  declarations  of  God's 
word!"  And  what  would  follow?  Why,"  yield- 
ing to  this  proportion,  they  would  at  once  find 
themfelves.  obliged  to  lay  afide  infant  baptifm*." 
Certainly  then,  the  faid  proportion  muft  be  no 
mean  hinge,  if  not  the  main  one.  But  has  the 
Dr.  or  any  one  elfe,  fairly  proved  not  only  that 
the  propofition  itfelf  is  true,  but  alfo  applicable  to 
the  ordinance  of  baptifm,  and  confequently  that 
this  "  Yielding"  is  our  duty.  Ah,  hie  labor^  hoc  opus 
ej}^  this,  this  is  the  main  difficulty.  What  a  pity 
the  Paedobaptiits  fliould  be  fo  importuned  to  yield 
^vithout  evidence!  —  I  alfo  will  Ihew  mine  opinion 
refpecting  the  queftion  to  be  decided,  and  it  is 
this,WHETH£R  IT  IS  THE  WILL  OF  CHRIST 
THAT     THE     INFANTS    OF    BELIEVING     PARENTS 

SHOULD  BE  BAPTIZED?  It  Certainly  is  his  will 
that  all  who  are  proper  fubjeds  of  baptifm  fliould 
be  baptized  j  we  contend  that  the  infants  of  be- 
lieving   parents   are  fuch;    and    therefore   (liduld 

be 
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be  baptized.  If  they  are  proved  to  be  proper 
fubje6ls,  that  is,  fuch  as  come  within  Chrift's 
intention  when  he  inftituted  the  ordinance,  it 
muft  follow  that  it  is  his  will  and  pleafure 
they  ftiould  be  baptized. — I  fay  the  infants  of 
believing  parents,  for  it  is  not  effential  to  the 
controverfy  to  include  any  others;  what  may 
be  faid  of  others  is  only  a  circumftance  which 
does  not  affeft  the  argument.  For  the  Antipae- 
dobaptifts'  arguments  are  intended  to  conclude 
againil  all  children  alike,  and  it  muft  be  as  con- 
clufive  againft  their  fyftem  to  prove  it  to  be  the 
will  ofChriJl  that  any  one  infant  whatever  (hould 
be  baptized,  as  if  all  were  included  in  the  rea- 
foning. 

Hence   another  queftion  arifes,  namely,  How 

MAY  WE    KNOW  WHAT  IS  THE   WILL  OF  ChRIST 

IN  THIS  MATTER?  Mr.  B.  replies  J  "  Seeing 
baptifm  is  as  really  and  intirely  a  pofitive  in- 
ftitution,  as  any  that  were  given  to  the  chofen 
tribes;  we  cannot  with  fafety  infer  either  the 
mode  or  the  fubjetSl  of  it,  from  any  thing  fhort 
of  a  precept^  or  a  precedent^  recorded  in  fcripture, 
and  relating  to  that  very  ordinance  ||.''  He 
frequently  exprefles  himfelf  to  the  fame  purpofe, 
as  do  all  the  writers  of  note  on  that  fide  of  the 
queftion.  We  fee  that  Mr.  B.  intends  that  this 
declaration  fhould  be  applied  not  only  to  the 
mode  but  alfo  to  the  JuhjeSi  of  baptifm,  that  is, 
in  other  words,  to  this  queftion,  "  Who  is  to 
be  baptized?*'  Now,  independent  of  the^f?^,  that 

the 
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the  right  of  infants  is  or  is  not  fupported  by  a 
revealed  exprefs  precept  or  precedent,  nay,  on 
fuppofttiofi  tliat  there  is  in  fcripture  neither^  I 
maintain  that  the  infants  of  believers  are  intitled 
to  the  ordinance,  and  of  courfe  that  the  rule 
he  works  by  is  a  falfe  one.  It  proves  too  much, 
and  is-  reducible,  on  his  own  principles,  to  a 
downright  contradiction.  Tliis  aflertion  I  hope 
to  make  good  againft  our  author  in  the  following 
pages,  notwithftanding  what  he  fays  about  "  pofi- 
tive   laws   implying  their  negatives  f." 

AVhat  our  oppofing  friends  fay  about  pofttive 
ritesy  precepts,  precedents,  "  and  a  thoufand  more 
fuch  topicks,"  are  to  no  good  purpofe,  until  they 
demonftrate  that  the  faithful  di6lates  of  the  law 
of  our  nature,  of  right  reafon  and  common  ki\{e, 
are  no  part  of  Christ's  will  to  his  people 
and  minifters,  when  thefe  dicSlates  are  not  exprefsly 
controuled  and  fupprefled. 

It  is  not  a  little  furprifing  to  obferve  how 
ftrenuouily  they  oppofe  moral  and  analogical 
reafonings  on  this  one  fubjeSi  of  baptifm,  while 
they  juftly  aflume  the  fame  liberty  with  us  on 
other  fubje6ls  equally  pofithe,  I  do  not  wifll  to 
fee  any,  whom  Chrift  has  made  free,  wear  the 
galling  yoke  of  tliofe  ceremonies  which  he  did 
not  intefid  Should  continue,  tho'  commanded  by 
liimfelf,  and  pra^ifed  by  his  primitive  difciples. 
Therefore,  this  liberty,  I  fay,  they  jujlly  take  "in 
all  New  Teft^ment  inftitution^,  this  of  baptifm 
alone  excepted  s  and  this  liberty  wc  aflert  is  the 
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right  of  us  allj  and  without  exception  of  any 
inftitution.  llie  Antipjedobaptiils  are  guilty  of  a 
great  piece  of  incojifijience  in  making  fuch  a  dif- 
tii\6lion  where  there  is  no  apparent  ground  of 
difference,  and  fo  in  pronouncing  judgment 
without  fuitable  evidence ;  bat  we  confiftently  claim 
a  right  of  appealing  to  reafon,  analogy,  and 
common  fenfe,  in  connexion  with  the  tiature  and 
deftgn  of  the  inftitution,  and  the  moft  apparent 
intention  of  our  Lawgiver.  Nor  is  it  in  their 
power  to  maintain  the  perpetuity  of  this  ordi- 
nance, againil  the  Qupktrs  and  others,  the  obli- 
gation of  minifters  to  baptize  thofe  who  are 
taught^  &c.  but  by  thofe  very  aids  which  they 
would  fain  deny    us. 

§  6.  (3)  Inauspicious  to  this  controverfy, 
above  moft  others,  terms  of  ambiguous  import, 
and  unexplained,  have  been  bandied  about  by 
both  parties,  on  which,  hov/ever,  confiderable 
flrefs  has  been  laid;  and  thus,  much  confufion 
and  little  profit  have  often  attended  very  labour- 
ed arguments.  For  inftance,  the  term  Infant 
SPRINKLING  has  been  fubftituted  for  infajit 
hoptifm^  not  indeed  always  by  way  of  contempt, 
but  often  improperly,  becaufe  thereby  is  con- 
veyed the  fecondary  idea  of  a  neceffary  connexion 
between  the  mode  fprinklifig  and  the  baptifm 
of  an  infant.  Whereas  thoufands  are  dipped  in 
infancy  as  well  as  fprinkled,  in  the  chriftian 
world,  and  fome  even  in  England.  So  that,  upon 
our  opponents'  own  principles,  tliofe  infants  who 
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are  dipped  in  the  name  of  the  Sacred  Three, 
by  a  Minifter  of  Chrift,  in  obedience  to  his 
WILL,  ought  to  be  reckoned  as  baptized:  for 
fince  they  maintain  tliat  baptizing  and  dipping 
are  fynonymous  terms,  it  follows  that  thofe  are 
baptized  who  are  thus  dipped.  Not  to  infift 
upon  the  abfurd  confequence  of  fubftituting  the 
oiiQ  term  for  the  other;  for  then  it  would  alfo 
follow,  that  there  are  many  baptif?ns  to  which 
the  fa?ne  perfon  ought  often  to  fubmit  for  his 
health's  fake;  that  as  often  as  a  child  is  dipped 
it  is  baptized;  that  as  often  as  any  perfon  in 
the  world,  Chriftian,  Jew,  Turk,  or  Heathen,  is 
plunged,  on  any  occafion  whatever,  he  is  bap- 
tized ;  yea,  that  as  often  as  any  thing  is  plunged, 
according  to  them,  it  is  baptized;  whereas  I 
know  of  no  Pasdobaptifts  who  wifh  to  make 
fprinkling,  or  indeed  any  other  particular  mode 
of  ufing   water,  fynonymous  with  baptifm. 

Besides,  the  queflion  is  not,  whether  fcripture. 
exprefsly  enjoins  infant  baptifm^  by  a  direct  fpeci- 
fication,  but  w'hether  .  it  enjoins  baptifm  to  all 
proper  fubje<5ls,  and  whether  the  admin iftrator, 
who  has  a  difcretionary  right  of  judging  about 
qualifications,  has  fufiicient  reafons  to  conclude, 
or  fuch  evideiKC  as  the  nature  of  the  cafe  re- 
quires, that  infants  are  fych  as  are  included 
within  our  Lord's  intention^  when  he  indituted 
the  ordinance.  If  infants  poflefs,  as  I  am  per- 
fuaded  they  do,  the  eflcntial  qualifications  of 
proper    fubje6ls,   then    it  was   not  only  needlefs 

but 
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but  would  have  been  impertinent  to  fpeclfy  them. 
When  therefore  I  fpeak  of  the  mode,  it  is  on 
fuppofition  of  agreement  about  the  fubje61:;  and 
when  I  fpeak  of  the  fubject,  it  is  on  fuppofition 
of  agreement  about  the  mode. 

The  remark  already  made  on  the  abufe  of 
terms,  is  notorioufly  exemphfied  in  the  word 
COVENANT,  without  adding  any  more  inftances. 
It  muft  be  acknowledged  that  many  Pasdobaptift 
writers  have  been  extremely  unguarded  in  this 
particular,  which  has  afforded  no  fmall  handle  to 
the  oppofite  party.  But  our  opponents  are  not 
free  of  blame  on  this  head,  and  I  am  not  a 
little  furprifed  to  find  a  perfon  of  Dr.  S.'s  cir- 
cumrpe(5lion  and  polemical  acumen  prolong  an 
argument  to  above  thirty  pages,  which  has  no 
force  at  all  but  in  proportion  as  the  word 
cQvetiant  is  taken  in  a  fenfe  which,  I  am  per- 
fuaded,  mod  Pasdobaptifts  rejeft.  And  this  con- 
du6i:  is  the  lefs  excufeable  in  this  ingenious  and 
worthy  writer,  becaufe  he  profefledly  "  lays 
down  all  the  pojjible  feiifrs  in  which  perfons  may 
be  faid  to  be  in  a  covenant*."  The  Doctor, 
furely,  need  but  to  be  rcmhided  of  this  matter, 
for  his  own  fagacity  muft  have  mformed  him 
how  inconclufive  his  reafoning  is,  had  he 
taken  all  tlie  pojjible  fenfcs  of  being  in  a  cove- 
nant. 

§  7.  (4)  The  numerous  quotations  in  Mr. 
B.'s  Padobaptifm  Examined  make,  indeed,  a  for- 
midable 
*  Anfwer  to  A.  Letter  II.  and  III. 
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midable  appearance,  and  the  rather  becaufe  there 
are  among  them,  as  he  juflly  obferves,  "  fome 
of  the  moft  eminent  Pxdobaptifls  that  ever  filled 
the  profefibr's  chair,  or  that  ever  adorned  the 
proteftant  pulpit."  But  my  judgment  intirely 
fails  me  if  a  very  great  number  of  thefe  quota- 
tions are  not  perfectly  conjijient  with  the  practice 
of  the  pcrfons  quoted,  and  therefore  improperly 
introduced   as  evidences    againft  themfelves. 

But  fuppofmg  that  all  the  palTages  our  author 
employs  were  diredly  in  his  favour,  and  unex- 
ceptionably  tranfcribed  or  tranllated;  nay,  were 
they  an  hundred  times  more  numerous  and  large, 
and  ftill  more  favourable  to  the  caufe  for  which 
he  pleads,  it  is  evident  from  his  own  declara- 
tion, that  he  ought  not  to  confider  "  either  the 
number  or  weight  of  -fuch  quotations,  as  con- 
ftituting  a7iy  part^  of  the  ground  on  which  the 
diftingui(hing  conduct  of  the  party  proceeds,"  or 
on  which  the  caufe  depends.  That  many  great 
and  learned  men  have  entertained  different  and 
even  contradidory  fentiments  on  the  fubjeft, 
docs  not  aftect:  it.  That  one  fliould  give  up  a 
topick.  in  the  debate,  v/hich  another  thought 
valid,  is  immaterial.  It  is  of  little  confequence, 
in  point  of  argument  in  the  prefent  cafe,  to  urge 
what  is  the  opinion  of  good  and  wife  men  upon 
the  matter;  whereas  it  is  of  effential  importance 
to  inquire  whether  what  is  pleaded  for  be  de- 
fenfible  or  indefenfible.  Amicus  Socrates^  amicus 
Pluto  i  fed  majar  arnica  Veritas.     It  is  certainly 

very 
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veiy  becoming,  that  'the  fentlments  and  teftl- 
monies  of  refpe(5i:able  authors  Ihould  be  treated 
with  modefly  and  decorum,  but  I  muft  beg  leave 
to  difcard  all  human  autJSority^  or  human  opinion^ 
fmgly  or  collectively  taken,  from  bearing  any. 
part  of  the  principal  evidence;  for  I  would  ap- 
peal to  the  cafe  itfelfy  and  not  to  the  number  or 
manner  of  its  defenders  or  oppofers. 
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CHAP.     I. 

Of  the  nature  and  obligation  of  pofitive 
laws  and  inftitutions  in  general,  together 
with  the  ufe  of  inferential  and  analogical 
reafoning,  with  relation  to  the  ordinance 
of  baptifm. 

§  I.  Of  law  in  general,  §  2.  Pojittve  laws  and 
inftitutions  defined  and  explained,  §  3.  Pofttive 
precepts  difiinguijhed  from  moral  ones,  §  4, 
Their  comparative  obligations,  §  5.  The  irnpor- 
tance  of  pofitive  in/lit ut ions,  §  6.  They  are 
neceffarily  of  an  external  nature,  §  7.  They 
prefidppofe  the  dilates  of  reafon  and  revelation. 
§  8.  Jil  the  infitutions  of  chrijiianity  are  of  a 
mixed  nature,  §  9.  ^i  appears  {\)  from  the faKe 
principle  on  which  the  contrary  opinion  is  founded^ 
§  10.  (2)  From  the  conceffions  of  opponents^  as 
to  the  nature  of  pofitive  inftitutions,  §  11  —  14. 
(3)  From  inconteftihk  faSfs,  §  15.  Hoiv  to 
Mtermine  what  is  pofitive  and  zvhat  is  moral  in  a 
mixed  latv,  §  lb.  The  importance  of  analoo-ical 
reafoning.  §  17,  18.  7"^  deny  the  ife  of  it  in 
our  inquiries  about  baptifm^  leads  to  abfurd  confe^ 
quences,  (i)  Without  it^  we  can  know  nothing 
about  the  ordinance.     §  19 — 22.  (2)   Our  opponents 

,    cannot  prove  their  authority  to  adminijigr^  and  the 

validity 
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validity  of  the  aSiion,  §23  —  26.  (3)  Nor  fa 
determine  who  is  a  proper  fubjeSl,  §  27.  (4) 
Other  ridiculous  confequences,  §  28,  29.  (5) 
Tranfubflantiatlon  retorted.  §  30.  Extremes  of 
different  kinds,  §  31 — 34.  ObjeSiions  anfwered^ 
§  35. ;  Recapitulation* 

§  !•  T    AW,    in     its  moft  general  and  com- 
J^  prehenfive    import,    fignifies    a  rule  of 
c6lion^    di£l:at€d   by   fome     fuperior.     And    man, 
confidered  as  a  creature,  muft  neceflarily  be  fub- 
ject  to  the  Laws  of  his  Creator,    as   to    difpofi- 
tion  and  condudl;  and  is  bound,  from  the  very 
idea  of  bis   abfolute   dependence,  to  regulate   his 
a£lions  and  behaviour  according  to   the    intima- 
tions of  his   fovereign  pleafure. — The   will    of 
God  is  the  grand  law  of  our  nature.     But  this 
will  is  discoverable   principally  two  ways ;  either 
by    human  fagacity — including  that   intuitive   per- 
ception whereby  we  difcern  what  is   moft  condu- 
cive  to  our   own  welfare,  which  welfare  the  will 
of   our   Maker  ever  fuppofes,    and   the  exertions 
of  right  reafon — or  by  dire£l  revelation.     "  If  our 
reafon  (fays   an   eminent   writer)   were  always  as 
in  our  firft  anceftor  before  his  tranfgreffion,  clear 
and   perfedl:,  unruffled  by   palFions,  unclouded   by 
prejudice,    unimpaired    by     difeafe   and    intempe- 
rance, the  tafk   of    difcovering   what    the  law   of 
nature  direds  in  every  circumftance  of  life  would 
be  plcafant  and  eafy  ;    we  fhould   need  no  other 
guide   but  this.      But  every  man   now  finds  the 
contrary   in  his  own  experience  y  that  his  reafon 

is 
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is  corrupt,  and  his  underftanding  full  of  ignorance 
and  error.  This  has  given  manifold  oocafion  for 
the  benign  interpofition  of  divine  providence ; 
which,  in  compalTion  to  the  frailty,  the  imper- 
fedion,  and  the  blindnefs  of  human  reafon,  hath 
been  pleafed,  at  fundry  times  and  in  divers  man- 
ners, to  difcover  and  enforce  its  laws  by  an 
immediate  and  direct  revelation.  The  dodlrines 
thus  delivered,  we  call  the  revealed  or  divine  law, 
and  they  are  to  be  found  only  in  the  holy  fcrip- 
tures.  Thefe  precepts  when  revealed,  are  found 
upon  comparifoR  to  be  really  a  part  of  the  original 
law  of  nature,  as  they  tend  in  their  confequences 
to  man's  felicity*." 

It  is  to  be  carefully  noticed,  that  revelation,  as 
referring  to  human  adlions,  performs  a  double 
part ;  it  either  renders  more  authentick  and  indu- 
bitable, what  human  fagacity  perceived  as  proba- 
ble, or  elfe  enjoins  duties  which  mere  reafon 
could  never  have  difcovered.  Hence  arifes  the 
obvious  diftinftion  of  moral  and  pofitive  laws. 

§  2.  By  pofitive  laws  I  underftand,  fuch  laws 
as  do  not  appear  to  us  obligatory,  except  upon 
the  mere  authority  f  of  the  Divine  Legiflator.    And 

for 

•  Blackstoke*s  Commentaries,  Vol.  T.  Introd,  §  2. 

•f-  When  I  fay  that  the  obh'gation  of  pofitive  laws  refts  upon 
the  mtre  authority  of  the  Legifljtor,  let  the  reader  obferve,  th^t 
this  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  aa  arbitrary  difpofitian  in  the 
Deity,  This  diftin£lion  is  well  defcribed  by  an  elegant  and  phi- 
lofophic  pen  :  **  When  fome  fpeak  of  the  Will  of  GcJ  as  the 
«<  Rule  of  Duty,  they  do  not  certainly  mean  a  blind  arbitrary 
**  principle    of  aftion,   but  fuch    a  principle  as  is  dirtSied  by  rea- 
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this  authority  is  fufficiently  and  abfolutely  binding 
from  the  confideration  of  our  being  previoufly 
affured  of  the  wifdom,  juftice,  and  goodnefs  of 
God,  who  enaf^s  the  law.  Pofitlve  injihutions^ 
ftricSlly  taken,  are  a  fpecies  of  pofitive  laws,  and 
differ  as  a  law  differs  from  an  injiitution.  The 
former  7nay  be  tranfient,  but  the  latter  is,  at  lead 
for  a  term,  of  ftanding  obligation.  The  command 
.given  Abraham  to  facrifice  his  fon,  was  a  pofitive 
law^  but  not  properly  fpeaking  an  inflitution; 
and  the  right  of  circumcifion  was  a  pofitive 
injiitution  as  well  as  a  law.  Jefus  commanding 
Peter  to  walk  on  the  water,  was  a  tranfient  law, 
but  his  command  to  go  and  baptize  proper  fub- 
je6ls  of  all  nations,  is  a  permanent  inftitution, 
*'  And  altho*  no  laws  but  pofitive  be  mutable,  yet 
all  are  not  mutable  which  be  pofitive.  Pofitive 
Jaws  are  either  permanent  or  elfe  changeable,  ac- 
cording 

«*  fon,  and  governed  hy  wifdom,  or  a  regard  to  certain  ends  in  preference 
•*  to  others.  Unlefs  we  fuppofe  feme  principle  in  the  Deity  analogous 
**  to  our  fenfe  of  obligation,  fome  antecedent  aft'edlion,  or  determi- 
<*  nation  of  his  nature,  to  prefer  fome  ends  before  others,  wc 
"cannot  affign  any  fufficient,  oi  indeed  any  pofTible  rcafon,  why  he 
'*  fliould  will  one  thing  more  than  another,  or  have  any  eleftion 
<*  at  all.  Whatever  therefore  is  the  ground  of  his  ckoics  or  will 
**  roufl  be  the  ground  of  obligation,  and  not  the  choice  or  will 
**  itfelf.— That  this  is  fo,  appears  fartlier  from  the  common  dif- 
•'  tinftion  which  divines  and  philofophers  make  between  mora! 
**  and  pcfiti've  commands  and  duties.  The  former  they  think  el>ti~ 
**  gattry,  antecedent  to  will,  or  at  leaft  to  any  declaration  of  itj 
*<  the  /alter  obligatory  only  in  confequence  of  a  pofitive  appoint- 
«  mcnl  of  the  divine  will.  But  what  foundation  can  there  be  for 
«'  thij  diftin£liGn,  if  all  duty  and  obligation  be  equally  the  refult 
<«  of  tntrc  mi//?''  Forcyce's  ElementB  of  M&ral  Phiiofophy, 
3.  I.  S(i(\,  3< 


Ch.  r.  and  Analogical  Rcafonlng,  25 

cording  as  the  matter  itfelf  is,  concerning  wliicli 
they  were  firft  made  f." 

§  3.  It  is  evident,  upon  the  lead  reflection, 
that  pofitive  laws  are  no  further  binding  tlian  the 
authority  by  which  they  are  enjoined  is  difccrnU 
hie.     And    it    is    equally    evident,   that   there   is 
no  poiTible   method  of  difceming  the  Lawgiver*s 
authority  and  will,    relative  to    thefe  Jaws,    but 
by    his    own    exprefs    declarations;    for   if  they 
are  difcernible  any  other  way,  they  are  tio  longer 
pofitive.     The  difference^  therefore,   between   po- 
fitive and  moral  commands  is  clear  and  obvious. 
"  Moral  precepts,   (as  Bifhop  Butler  well   ob- 
ferves)  are  precepts   thQ  reafons  of  which  v/e  fee; 
pofitive   precepts,    are    precepts,    the     reafons    of 
which   we   do   not    fee."     But    I   would    further 
obferve^    with    the    fame    fagacious   author,    that 
"  this   is  the  diftinclion   between  moral  and  po- 
fitive precepts,   confidered  refpe6Hvely  as  fuch,-^ 
Moral  and  pofitive  precepts  are  in  fome  refped:s 
alike,  in  other  refpeds  different.     So  far  as  they 
are  alike,  we  difcern  the  reafons  of  both:  fo  far 
as  they  are  different,    we  difcern  the  reafons  of 
the  former,    but  not  of  the  latter.     And,   moral 
duties  arife  out  of  the   nature  of  the  cafe  itfelf, 
prior  to  external    command :    pofitive   duties  do 
not   arife   out  of  the   nature   of   the    cafe,    but 
from    external    command:     nor    would   they  be 
duties   at  all,    were  it  not  for    fuch    command, 
received  from  him  whofe  creatures   and   fubjecls 
we  are.— Care,    then,    is  to  be  taken,   when  a 
C  comparifoji 
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comparlfon  is  made  between  pofitive  and  moral 
duties,  that  they  be  compared  no  farther  than 
they  are  different:  no  farther  than  as  the  former 
are  pofitive,  or  arife  out  of  mere  external  com- 
mand, the  reafons  of  which  we  are  not  acquaint- 
ed with;  and  as  the  latter  are  moral,  or  arife 
out  of  the  apparent  reafon  of  the  cafe,  without 
fuch  external  command.  Unlefs  this  caution  he 
ohfe7vcd^  we  Jhall  run  to  e?idlefs  confufjon  */* 
Whether  Mr.  B.  is  fufficiently  cauthus  in  ob- 
fcrving  this  necelTary  diftindion,  will  appear,  I 
prefume,   in  the   fequel  of  this  treatife. 

§  4.  The  following  remarks  from  the  above 
mentioned  author,  concerning  our  co?nparative 
obligations  to  obey  pofitive  and  moral  commands, 
appear  jufl  and  pertinent.  "  Suppofe  two  land- 
ing precepts  injoined  by  the  fame  authority; 
that,  in  certain  conjundtions,  It  is  impoifible  to 
obey  both;  that  the  former  is  moral,  i.  e.  a  pre- 
cept of  which  we  fee  the  reafons,  and  that  they 
hold  in  the  particular  cafe  before  us;  but  that 
the  latter  is  pofitive,  i.  e.  a  precept  of  which  we 
do  not  fee  the  reafons;  it  is  indifputable  that 
our  obligations  are  to  obey  xht  foj-mcr-,  becaufe 
there  is  an  apparent  reafon  for  this  preference, 
and  none  againfl:  it.  Farther,  pofitive  inflituti- 
ons,  1  fuppofe  all  thofe  which  chriitianity  enjoins, 
are  means  to  a  moral  end;  and  the  end  muH:  be 
acknowledged  more  excellent  than  the  means. 
Nor  is  the  obfcrvance  of  thefe  inftitutions  any 
religious  obedience  at  all,  or  of  any  value,  other- 
wife 

•    BuTXtR's  Analog)-,  Part  II,  Chap,  I,  p,  227, 
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wife  than  as  it  proceeds  from  a  moral  principle. 
I  add,  that  the  whole  moral  law  is  as  much 
matter  of  revealed  command  as  pofitive  inftitu- 
tions  are;  for  the  fcripture  injoins  every  moral 
virtue.  In  this  refpect  then  they  are  both  upon 
a  \Qvt\»  But  the  moral  law  is,  moreover,  writ- 
ten upon  our  hearts;  interwoven  into  our  veiy 
nature.  And  this  is  a  plain  intimation  of  the 
author  of  it,  which  is  to  be  preferred  v,?hen  they 
interfere.  Upon  occafion  of  mentioning  toge- 

ther pofitive  and  moral  duties,  the  fcripture  always 
puts  the  (Irefs  of  religion  upon  the  latter,  and 
never  upon  the  former:  which,  tho'  no  fort  of 
allowance  to  negleiSt  the  former,  when  they  do 
not  interfere* vvifh  the  latter;  yet  is  a  plain  inti- 
mation, that  when  they  do^  the  latter  are  to  be 
preferred. — Our  Lord  himfeJf,  from  whofe  com- 
mand alone  the  obligation  of  pofitive  inflitutions 
arifes,  has  taken  occafion  to  make  the  comparifon. 
between  them  and  moral  precepts;  when  the 
Pharifees  cenfured  him,  for  eating  with  publicans 
and  finners\  and  alfo  w^hen  they  cenfured  his  dif- 
ciples,  for  plucking  the  ears  of  corn  on  the  fab- 
bath  day.  Upon  this  comparifon  he  has  deter* 
lYiined  exprefsly,  and  in  form,  which  fliall  have 
the  preference  when  they  interfere*  And  by 
delivering  his  authoritative  determination  in  a 
proverbial  manner  of  expreflion,  he  has  made  it 
general :  /  will  have  mercy  and  not  facrifice.  For 
the  fenfe  and  the  very  literal  w^ords  of  our  Lord's 
anfwer,  are  as  applicable  to  any  other  inftitution, 
Q\\  a  comparifon  between  pofitive  and  moral 
O  %  duties^ 


2S  ■    Of  Pofttive  Inftltutions  Ch.  .1. 

duties,  as  to  this  upon  which  they  were  fpoken* 
It  is  remarkable  too,  that,  as  the  words  are  a 
quotation  from  the  Old  Teftament,  they  are 
introduced,  on  both  the  forementioned  occafions, 
with  a  declaration,  that  the  Pharifees  did  not 
underftand  the  meaning  of  them.  I'his,  I  fay, 
is  very  remarkable.  For  fmce  it  is  fcarce  polFi- 
ble,  for  the  moft  ignorant  perfon,  not  to  under- 
ftand  the  literal  fenfe  of  the  paflage  in  the 
prophet;  (Hof.  vi.)  and  fmce  underftanding  the 
literal  fenfe  would  not  havs  prevented  their  con^ 
demning  the  guilt lefs\  (Mat.  xii.  7.)  it  can  hardly 
be  doubted,  that  the  tiling  which  our  Lord 
really  intended  in  that  declaration,  was,  that  the 
Pharifees  had  not  learnt  from  it,  as  they  might, 
wherein  the  general  Ipirit  of  religion  confifts.— 
Yet  it  is  highly  neceflary  that  we  remind  ourfelves, 
how  great  prefumption  it  is  to  7nake  light  of  any 
inftitutions  of  divine  appointment;  that  our  obli- 
gation to  obey  all  God's  commands  whatever, 
are  abiblute  and  indifpenfable :  and  that  com- 
mands merely  pofitive,  admitted  to  be  [fuchy 
and]  from  him,  lay  us  under  a  moral  obligation 
to  obey  them :  an  obligation  moral  in  the  ftn<Steft 
and  moft  proper  fenfe  *.'* 

It  may  here  be  objeded,  ^'  Was  not  Abraham 
commendable  for  obeying  a  pofitive  command  at 
the  expenfe  of  a  moral  one?"  I  anfwer,  Abraham 
did  well  to  obey  the  command  to  facritice  his 
fon,  for  it  was  in  perfcd  confidence  with  the 
morulitj  of    the    fixth    command.      Which    only 

implies 

♦    BuTttfi's  Analogy,  ut  fu^ra^  P»  130 — »34» 


Ch.  X.  end  Analogical  Reafoning.  Sf 

implies  that  one  man  has  no  right  to  take  away 
the  life  of  another  unjujlly^  but  by  no  means 
Intends  that  God  has  no  right  to  take  away  the 
forfeited  life  of  a  finful  creature,  which  is  abfo- 
lutely  at  his  difpofal,  by  what  methods  he  pleafes. 
Whatever  excellence  there  was  in  Abraham's 
obedience,  mull  fpring  from  a  difpofition  regard- 
ing God's  abfolute  dominion,  power,  wifdom, 
&c.  And  his  facrificing  Ifaac  was  no  duty  any 
further  than  he  was  certain  God  commanded  it. 
Had  he  been  more  forward  or  particular  in  that 
bufmefs  than  the  command  was  exprefs  and  cir- 
cumftantial,  he  muft  have  been  in  that  proportion 
guilty  of  a  prefumptuous  crime;  inafmuch  as 
the  pofitive  command  required  him  to  offer  vio- 
lence to  the  natural  feelings  of  humanity.  Dr. 
Grosvenor  well  obferves,  "  Where  the  evidence 
is  not  fo  clear^  the  obligation  is  weakened  in 
proportion ;  but  where  the  terms  are  plainly  bind- 
ing, and  ftrongly  commanding,  there  the  obliga- 
tion is  not  to  be  evaded. — When  we  fee  the 
broad  feal  of  heaven,  where  there  is  the  divine 
warrant.  Thus  faith  the  Lord\  it  is  worfe  than 
trifling,  to  cavil  and  fay,  It  is  but  an  external 
rite." — But  we  (hould  not  forget,  that  tho'  all 
pofitive  duties  are  above  the  reach  of  mere  reafon, 
fome  may  be  more  remote  than  others;  and  the 
nearer  thofe  duties  approach  to  our  natural  noti- 
ons of  congruity  and  expediency,  the  lefs  is  the 
evidence  of  pofitive  authority,  and  therefore  a 
fmaller  degree  of  it  is  proportionably  binding. 
C  3  §  5.  Not- 
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§  5.  Notwithstanding  the  indifputable 
fuperiority  of  laws  natural  and  moral  to  thofe  of 
a  pofitive  nature,  whenever  they  come  in  compe- 
tition, the  latter  are  of  very  great  ufe  and  con- 
fequence.  *'  The  very  notion  of  a  vifible  church 
implies  pofitive  inftitutions,  for  the  vifihUity  of  the 
church  confifts  in  them.  Take  away  every  thing 
of  this  kind,  and  you  lofe  the  very  notion  itfelf. 
So  that  if  a  vifible  church  and  an  inftituted  me- 
thod of  education,  are  advantages,  the  reafon  and 
ijnportance  of  pofitive  inflitutions  in  general  is 
mod  obvious,  fince  without  them  thefe  advan- 
tages could  not  be  fecured  to  the  world  f." 

§  6.  All  a6i:s  of  religious  wor/liip  are  either 
internal  or  external.  All  internal  ads  are  of 
moral  confideration  as  refulting  from  certain  rela- 
tions. As  foon  as  thefe  relations  are  difcovered, 
whether  by  the  dictates  of  reafon  or  pure  reve- 
lation it  matters  not,  the  obligation  of  duty  na- 
turally arifes  from  them,  independent  of  any 
external  command  to  inforce  the  fame.  The  pro- 
priety of  this  diftinflion  will  eafily  appear  when 
we  obferve,  that  no  internal  act  of  religion  can 
he  our  duty  but  what  fprings  from  relative  con- 
iiderations,  and  fince  no  relation  fubfifting  be- 
tween moral  agents  can  be  afcertained^  but  we 
are  immediately,  from  the  nature  of  the  cafe, 
laid  under  every  obligation  polfibly  afTignable, 
Hence  it  follows,  that  whatever  precepts  and 
duties  deferve  the  name  of  pofitive^  muft  be  of 
an  external  nature.     Indeed  "  a  difpofition  to  obey. 

divine 
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divine  orders,  either  pofitive  or  moral,  (as  Dr. 
Grosvenor  juftly  obferves)  is  part  of  that  ho^ 
I'lnefs  without  which  no  man  Jhall  fee  the  Lord,'^* 
But  then  it  is  equally  true,  that  this  very  dif- 
pofition  is,  in  the  properefl:  fenfe,  of  moral  obli* 
gation  prior  to  any  external  command,  and, 
therefore,  is  perfe£lly  diftin6l  in  its  nature  from 
the  pofttivenefs  of  thofe  divine  orders.  But  not- 
withftanding  all  pofitive  duties  be  in  their  own 
nature  external^  it  does  not  follow,  that  all  ex- 
ternal a£ls  of  religious  worfhip  are  .alfo  pofitive. 
To  elucidate  this  matter  a  little  I  would  offer 
thefe  two  remarks  : 

I.  That  God  is  to  be  worfhipped  in  general^ 
even  mfo?ne  external  form,  is  of  tnoral  obligation. 
For,  as  the  obligation  of  internal  worfhip  arifes 
from  the  relation  we  fland  in  to  God,  without  a 
pofitive  command,  fo  it  is  clear,  from  the  nature 
of  the  cafe,  this  internal  worfhip,  reverence,  gra- 
titude, &c.    ought  to  be  externally  inanifejied  in 
a  manner  fuited  to  thefe  emotions.     Nor  can  it 
be   doubted,    that    there   is  a  natural    congruity 
between  fuch  internal  emotions  and  certain  modei 
of  exprefTing  them  in  preference  to  others  as  lefs 
proper ;    for    there    are,    doubtlefs,    fome  pofJures 
and   geftures   of  the  body,     independent    of  na- 
tional cuftom,  or  the  like  circumftances,  that  may 
with  more  propriety  than  others  be  termed,   reve- 
rent,   humble,    modeft,   decent,   devout,   &;c.   and 
we   are  under   a   moral   obligation   to  prefer   the 
mofl  becoming,  whenever  this  is  not  determined 
by  pofitive  command. 

C  4  2.  That 
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2.  That  any  particular  external  mode  of  wor- 
fhip  is  enjoined  to  men,  the  reafon  and  propriety 
of  which  does  not  appear  prior  to  the  external 
command,  is  of  pofitive  confideration,  Pofitive 
precepts  may  be  confidcred  as  certain  exceptions 
from  a  general  rule,  but  as  a  general  rule  and 
common  analogy  ought  to  be  quitted  only  where 
they  are  incom.patible  with  the  exception,  and 
precifely  in  that  degree  ^  fo  wx  are  to  recede  from 
moral  and  analogical  reafoning,  in  our  inquiries 
after  the  path  of  duty,  only  when  obliged  by  a 
pofitive  precept  as  fuch^  or  exa£lly  in  the  propor- 
tion it  is  fo,  and  no  further.  For  to  do  other- 
wife  would  be  to  quit  a  common  rule  without 
any  apparent  neceffity ;  and  to  deviate  from  a 
way,  which  is  at  leaft  probably  the  right  one, 
to  another  which  is  abfolutely  uncertain.  To 
this  I  would  add,  that  the  circumftances  of  an 
a6lion  being  naturally  convenient^  may  and  ought 
to  have  confiderable  influence  in  determining 
what  is  or  is  not  our  duty,  in  thofe  circum« 
fiances  of  it  that  are  indeterminate;  for  this 
plain  reafon,  that  we  are  fure  the  law  of  felf- 
prefervation  is  the  law  of  God  in  all  thofe 
cafes  where  he  has  not  fliewn  us  the  contrary. 
Whatever,  therefore,  appears  to  militate  againft 
life,  health,  and  comfort,  without  any  revealed 
warrant,  may  and  ought  to  be  avoided,  on  the 
principles  of  natural  law  and  obligation.  This 
is  applicable  to  all  the  unprefcribed  circumftances 
o^  pofitive  duties,  as  well  as  to  thofe  of  a  moral 
kind.     ^  This  law  of  nature,  (as  Sir  William 

Black- 
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Black  STONE  obferves)  being  coeval  with  man- 
kind and  dictated  by  God  himfelf,  is  of  courfe 
fupcrior  in  obligation  to  any  other.  It  is  bind- 
ing over  all  the  Globe,  in  all  countries,  and  at 
all  times*,"  when  not  exprefsly  countermanded 
by  politive  interpofition. 

§  7,  From  what  has  been  faid  we  may  fur- 
ther conclude,  that  a  pofitive  inftitution  is  a  kind 
of  ingrafiv.re^  to  to  fpeak,  upon  the  law  of  our 
nature;  the  former  is  the  fcyon,  the  latter  is  the 
flock.  The  choice  of  the  inftitution  depends, 
upon  the  fovereign  pleafure  of  God.  But  when 
this  is  determined,  the  law  of  nature  written  in 
our  hearts,  the  principles  of  reafon  and  com- 
mon fenfe,  or  fome  revealed  law,  are  prefup- 
pofcd^  and  may  be  compared  to  the  ftock  upon 
which  the  ingrafture  is  made.  For  as  the  fcrip- 
ture  itfelf  fheweth  not  with  certainty  what  books 
are  divine;  as  all  acceptable  obedience  to  divine 
commands  prefuppofes  a  fuitable  difpofition;  as 
all  arts  and  fciences  have  their  pracognita^  and 
every  branch  of  abftrufe  learning  prefuppofes  firft 
principles,  and  even  the  moft  infallible  geome- 
trical demonflration  its  axioms  and  populates; 
fo  all  pofitive  laws  and  inftitutions  take  fome 
principles  for  granted, 

§  8.  Another  confequence  that  follows  na- 
turally from  the  preceding  confiderations  is  this: 
That  there  are  no  precepts  now  in  force,  at  leaft, 
of  a  nature  tfiercly  pofitive.  None,  I  mean, 
wkerein  all  the  minutiis  of  circnmftance^  neceflary 
C  5  *     for 
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for  the  dlfcharge  of  the  duty  commanded  are 
fpecified  by  the  Lawgiver;  and  therefore  thofe 
inftitutions  of  chriftianity  which  are  commonly 
termed  pofitive  are  but  partially  fo.  The  necef- 
iity  of  afcertaining  this  difference  in  the  prefent 
controverfy  is  very  apparent;  and  yet  it  has 
fomehow  hitherto  been  ftrangely  overlooked,  by 
both  contending  parties.  The  Paedobaptifts  in 
general  have  tamely  fubmitted  to  this  pofition, 
''  Baptif7n  and  the  Lord's  Supper  are  pofitive  tYiJli- 
iutions^''  in  its  moft  abfolute  and  undiftinguiOied 
fenfe,  as  a  maxim  not  to  be  controverted;  and 
the  Antipasdobaptifts  are,  doubtlefs,  much  obliged 
to  us  for  this  piece  of  complaifance,  as  it  is 
evidently  the  main  pillar  of  their  caufe,  and  the 
armour  in  which  they  truft.  Pertinent  to  our  pre- 
fent purpofe  is  the  following  remark  of  Bp.  War- 
BURTOK;  ''  When  two  parties  go  upon  different 
[principles]  they  naturally  begin  with  examining 
one  another's,  whereby  the  true  being  at  length 
fettled  or  difcovered,  by  its  aid  the  controverfy  is 
timely  determined;  but  where  a  falfie  principle 
has  the  luck  (as  his  Lordlhlp  expreffes  it)  to  be 
embraced  by  both  fiidcs^  they  may  wrangle  for  ever, 
and  be,  after  all,  but  farther  from  the  truth*." 
But  it  may  be  afked,  if  we  refign  the  good  old 
maxim,  "  that  the  two  {landing  ordinances  of 
chrirtianity,  Baptifm  and  the  Lord's  Supper,  are 
pofitive  inflitutions,  and  ahfohitely  fo,"  and  allow 
that  they  are  of  a  7mxcd  nature,  or  partly  pofitive 
and  partly  moral ;  how  are  we  to  draw  the  line 

of 
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of  diftiiKSlioii  ?  If  moral  and  pofitive  precepts  thus 
run  into  each  other,  ]ike  the  fhades  of  a  painted 
figure,  or  the  colours  of  the  rainbow,  how  can 
we  afcribe  to  all  their  due,  or  determine  where 
the  one  ends  and  th«  other  begins?  I'owards 
folving  this  difficulty  I  beg  leave  to  propofe  the 
following   obfervations. 

§  9.  (i)  It  is  utterly  abhorrent  from  found 
divinity,  as  well  as  logical  precifion,  not  to  fay 
chriftian  modefly,  to  determine,  a  priori^  with 
what  degree  of  evidence  any  given  particular 
inftitution  ought  to  have  been  delivered  by  the 
divine  Legiilator,  any  more  than  what  the  infti- 
tution  itfelf  ihould  be. 

For,  as  Bp.  Butler  obferves,  "  our  prin- 
cipal obligation  of  fearching  the  fcripture,  and 
to  what  all  our  inquiries  ought  to  be  direfled, 
is,  in  order  to  fee  what  the  fcheme  of  revelation 
really  is^  inftead  of  determining  before  hand  from 
reafon,  what  the  reafon  of  it  muft  be  *."  To 
invejiigate  the  degree  of  evidence  from  the  facl  of 
the  inftitution,  and  to  infer  the  degree  of  the 
obligation  from  the  evidence  found,  is  our-  pro- 
vince j  but  to  determine  what  the  nature  and 
degree  of  the  evidence  mi^Ji  be,  is  the  exclufive 
prerogative  of  the  Infbitutor  himfelf,  whofe  will 
and  authority  muft  be  the  fole  and  exclufive 
ground    of    the    inftitution. 

I  AM,  therefore,   not  a  little  furprifed  to  find 

the  gentleman,   whofe  work  I  am  more  immedi-^ 

ately  examining,  and  for  whofe  abilities  and  dif- 

C  6  pofuioa 
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pofition  I  have  a  real  efteem,  expreiTmg  himfelf 
as  follows :  "  Pofitive  inftitutions  originate  in  the 
divine  pleafure,  and  derive  their  whole  being 
from  the  fovereign  will  of  God. — We  cannot 
know  any  thing  about  their  precife  nature,  their 
true  defign,  the  proper  fubjeds  of  them,  or  the 
right  mode  of  their  adminiftration  further  than 
the  fcriptures  teach. — It  does  not  appear  from  the 
records  of  the  Old  Tellament,  that,  when  Je- 
hovah appointed  any  branch  of  ritual  worfliip,  he 
left  either  the  fubje61:  of  it,  or  the  mode  of  ad- 
miniftration, to  be  inferred  by  the  people,  either 
from  the  relation  in  which  they  ftood  to  himfelf; 
or  from  general  moral  precepts;  or  from  any 
branch  of  his  moral  worfhip;  nor  yet  from  any 
other  well  knov;n  pofitive  rite:  but  he  gave  them 
fpecial  diredions  relating  to  Xho.  very  cafe.- 
For  as  nothing  but  the  divi^ne  will  can  oblige 
the  confcience,  and  as  that  will  cannot  he  known^ 
U7ihfs  revealed  i  k>  when  made  known,  whether 
in  reference  to  moral  or  pofitive  duties,  it  mud 
oblige*   Consequently,  seeing  baptism  is  as 

REALLY  AND  INTIRELY  A  POSITIVE  INSTITU- 
TION    AS     ANY     THAT     WERE      GIVEN      TO     THE 

CHOSEN  TRIBES,  wc  caimot  with  fafety  infer 
cither  the  mode  or  the  fubje<£t  of  it,  from  any 
thing  (hort  of  a  precept  or  precedent,  recorded 
in  fcripture,  and  relating  to  that  very  ordinance. 
//  feems  natural  hence  to  infer^  that  our  fovereiga 
Lord  MUST  HAVE  REVEALED  HIS  WILL  Con- 
cerning the  ordinance  of  baptifin  in  a  manner 
frhtorthonal    to    its    obligation    and     importance. 

For, 
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For,  as  an  appointment  of  Chrift,  it  originated 
in  his  will,  and  from  a  revelation  of  that  will 
the  whole  of  its  obligation  refults.  In  propor- 
tion, therefore,  as  we  annex  the  idea  of  ohfcurlty 
to  what  he  fays  about  the  mode  and  the  fubject 
of  it,  we  either  fiiik  the  idea  of  obligation  to 
regard  it,  or  hnpeach  the  tvifdofTiy  or  the  goodnefs^  or 
the  equity  of  our  divine  Legijlator :  for  we  neither 
have,  nor  can  have  any  acquaintance  with  a  pofitive 
institution,  farther  than  it  is  revealed.  We  are, 
THEREFORE,  obliged  to  conclude  that  our  Lord 
HAS  CLEARLY  REVEALED  his  pleafure,  with  re- 
ference to  this  appointment,  in  that  code  of  law, 
and  rule  of  religious  woriliip,  which  he  gave  to 
the  church,  in  the  volume  of  the  New  Tefla- 
inent*." 

Thus   alfo  Dr.   S.     "  Here  I    would   obferve 

then,    that    all    pofitive    inftitutions    depend  folely 

upon  the  tvill  of  the  inftitutor,  and  that  therefore 

in  every  queftion   relating  to  them,    we  muil  be 

guided  by   his  exprejs  declarations^    or  by  thofe  of 

perfons     he    has   duly   authorized    to    fgnify    his 

iL'ill.     Nor  is  it  to  be  doubted    that  a  wife   legilla- 

tor  will,  in    all  ?natters  of  this  fort^    take    care   to 

cxprefs  his  mind   in  the  moji  plain  and  intelligible 

manner.     Now     baptifm   is   a   pofitive    infiitution 

of  Chrlft:    and,  agreeably  to  his  infinite  wifdom 

and  goodnefs,  he  has  exprefled  himfelf  in  the  moJi 

clear    and    explicit    manmr    refpefling     both    the 

mode  and  the   fubjecSi:  of  it.  —  And  therefore 

the  ifllie  of  this  inquiry  ought   to  be  refted  alone 

upon 
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upon  his  own  exprcfs  declarations^  and  thofe  of 
his  apoflles  and  firft  miniflers  *.'*  —  And  again, 
*'  A  right  to  baptifm  mud  depend,  and  depend 
alone,  upon  the  direct  exprefs  command  of  the 
inftitutor;  for  it  is  abfurd  to  talk  of  analogy  and 
confequence  in  the  matter  of  pofitive  inftitutionsf." 
And  again,  "  As  pofitive  duties  depend  folely 
upon  the  will  of  the  inftitutor,  every  queftion 
refpe6ling  them  ought  in  reafon  to  be  decided 
by  his  exprefs  declarations ;  which  declarations,  if 
he  be  a  wife  Icgijlator^  will^  no  doubty  be  clear 
and  explicit  X"  There  are  other  paiTages  in 
both  thefe  writers  very  much  to  the  fame  pur-i 
pofe. 

Not  to  flop  to  examine  the  truth  and  pro- 
priety of  fome  things  in  the  above  quotations 
which  are  taken  for  granted;  fuch  as  the  ahfolute 
pofitive7iefs  of  every  branch  of  ritual  woriliip  under 
the  Old  Teftament  oeconomy;  wherein  7iothing 
was  to  be  inferred  by  the  people;  or  to  inquire 
whether  it  can  be  juftly  concluded  that  becaufe^ 
on  fuppofition  that  the  Old  Tellament  rituals 
were  of  that  kind,  thofe  of  the  New  Teflament 
mujl  be  fo  likewife;  both  which  I  believe  they 
would  find  too  difficult  to  prove :  pailing  by  fuch 
things,  let  us  attend  to  the  point  of  immediate 
confideration; — which  is  to  demonfcrate  contrary 
to  thefe  affertions,  that  the  New  Telhmcnt 
inflitutlons  are  not  of  a  nature  merely  pcfitive\ 
or,  in  other  words,  that  Baptifm  and  the  Lord's 
Supper,  in  their  completencfs  and  comprchenfion, 

arc 
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are  inftitutions  of  a  inixcd  nature,  that  is  to  fay, 
partly  pofitive  and  partly  moral.  And  in  profe- 
cution  of  this  defign  I  further  obferve  that,. 

§  10.  (2)  From  thefe  gentlemen's  own  account, 
it  follows,  that  the  infl;itutions  of  the  New  Ted- 
anient  are  either  of  a  mixed  nature  or  not  at 
all  pofitive.  For  according  to  them,  all  ??iatteri  of 
this  fort  (liould  be  expreiTed  in  the  moft  plain 
and  intelligible,  the  moll  clear  and  explicit  man- 
ner; and,  THEREFORE,  feeing  baptifm  and  the 
Lord's  Supper  are  not  in  fact  fo  circumllan- 
tially  defcribed  as  not  to  needj  or  fo  minutely 
exprefs  as  to  prohibit  moral  reafoning,  analo- 
gy and  confequence;  it  inevitably  follows,  that, 
if  thefe  inftitutions  are  not  of  a  mixed  nature, 
partly  pofitive  and  partly  moral,  they  are  no 
pofitive  inftitutions  at  all.  And  as  they  allow 
none  to  be  of  that  fort  but  thefe  two,  chriftia- 
nity  muft  be  left  without  any ;  and  fmce  chrifli- 
anity  is  the  laft  and  unalterable  difpenfation  of 
religion  among  men,  it  is  impoffible  there  fliould 
be  any  to  the  end  of  time;  and  fo  all  pofitive 
inilitutions  are,  on  their  own  iuppofition,  fairly 
and  utterly  baniOied  out  of  the  world. 

BiiSiDES,  their  anticipated  mode  of  determining 
the  degree  of  evidence  with  which  a  pofitive  law 
Dught  to  be  ena6led,  is  quite  fubvcrfive  of  the 
very  nature  of  fuch  a  law;  for  it  is  allowed  on 
all  hands,  and  by  thefe  gentlemen  in  the  plain- 
eft  terms,  that  the  diftinguilhing  nature  of  pofi- 
tive laws  confifts  in  the  meafure  and  the  degree 
of  their   injHiut'ion^    and   that   they    deriNC    their 

whole 
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whole  being  from  the  foveretgn  lulll  of  God, 
Arid  thus  their  reafoning  is  built  upon  a  petitio 
princlpil^  a  beggiag  of  the  queftion,  whereby  they 
firft  take  it  for  granted,  that  baptifm  is  an  in- 
ftitution  merely  pofitive,  and  then  take  it  further 
for  granted,  that  being  fuch  it  muji  he  free  from 
all   obfcurity. 

§  II.    (3)  But   if  it  be   contended,  that  our 
Lord  has,  aStually^  been  plain  and  explicit  in  the 
inflitution   of  this    ordinance,   and   that  therefore 
it  is  eafy  to    be    underftood  :    I  might    afk,    to 
whom   is    it  eafy  ?    and  what  fenfe   of  it    is  eafy  ? 
Is   it  the   honefl   chriftian,  the  judicious    divine, 
the  learned  critic,  or  the  profound  univerfal  fcho- 
lar  to  whom  the   fenfe  is  eafy?    But  what  fenfe 
of  the  inftitution  is  fo  plain  and  eafy?    Mr.  B. 
and  Dr.  S.  no  doubt,   think  that  their  own  itvS.^ 
bids  fair  for  this  character.     But  here  is   an  ex- 
traordinary   phenomenon!     here    are   not    a    few 
thoufands   of  honefl:   chriftians ;    not  a  few   hun- 
dreds of  judicious  divines,  learned  critics,  profound 
fcholars ;    commentators  who   have  developed  the 
moft  abftrufe  parts  of  holy  writ;   who  yet  cannot 
fee  this  fenfe   of  the  inftitution  which  is  fo  eafy. 
Can   that  ferfe  of  a   pafTage    of  fcripture,    or    of 
the  nature  and   defign  of  an  inflitution,   be  with 
any  propriety  called  plain  and  eafy^  cleavy  explicit 
and  mofi  intelligible^  which  five  men  out  of  twenty 
contend  is  the  true  itnk^    but   which  the  other 
fifteen,    poflTefled   of    an     equal    fliare    of   parts, 
piety  and  learning,  maintain  is   the  wrong  fenfe  ? 
That    great   numbers   fliould    unanimoufly    fland 
out  agaiiifb  fome  kinds    of  truth,   not  very  ab- 

flrufe 
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{^rufe  in  their  own  nature,  is  a  very  pofTible 
cafcj  either  when  a  truth  may  not  appear  to  be 
of  fo  much  importance  as  to  engage  perfons  duly 
qualified  to  ftudy  it  with  clofe  application;  or 
when  it  has  been  a  point  of  mere  fpecdation; 
or  when  flavi(h  fear  and  worldly  intereft  have 
prevailed  over  the  honeft  dictates  of  confcience; 
but  that  fo  many  proteflant  worthies,  who  have 
left  all  to  follow  Chrifl:;  that  fo  many  learned 
commentators  and  cafuifts,  of  unblemiflTcd  cha- 
racter, of  unexceptionable  ability,  having  no  in- 
tereft  to  ferve  whereby  the  judgment  Hiould  be 
biafTed,  or  the  confcience  bribed  j  calling  no  man 
m after  upon  earth,  but,  with  a  generous  freedom, 
(baking  off  the  prejudices  of  education,  the  (hackles 
ofcuftom,  and  the  influence  of  different  fyftems; 
that  thefe,  I  fay,  fhould  oppofe  unanimoufly  the 
fenfe  of  an  inftitution  quite  plain  and  eafy  to  be 
underftood,  is  a  cafe,  I  believe,  unparallelled  and 
unaccountable.  1  would  rather  infer,  and  with 
what  propriety  let  the  reader  judge,  that  either 
the  Antipaedobaptift  fenfe  of  Chrift's  inftitution 
is  not  at  all  the  true  fenfe,  or,  at  any  rate,  a 
fen/e  very  difficult  to  come  at. 

§  12.  But  Mr.  B.  ftill  urges,  that  "  in  pro- 
portion as  we  annex  the  idea  of  ohfcurity  to  what 
is  faid  about  the  mode  or  the  fubje^t  of  baptifm, 
we  either  ftnk  the  idea  of  obligation  to  regard 
it,  or  impeach  the  wifdom,  or  the  goodnefs,  or 
the  equity  of  the  divine  Leglilator."  That  his 
idea  of  the  inftitution  of  baptifm,  as  an  Anti- 
PVE  DOB  APT  1ST,    appears    to    by    far    the    greater 

number 
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number  of  competent  judges  an  ohfcure  one,  is 
an  inconteftible /tf£^ ;  judges  competent,  I  mean, 
m  a  moral  as  well  as  natural  refpe6l.  And, 
therefore,  it  follows,  on  his  own  principles,  that 
their  obligation  to  adopt  the  Antipaedobaptift 
Hypothecs  is  funk  in  proportion;  and  that  the 
perfons,  fo  qualified,  who  can  fee  no  truth  in  it, 
are  under  no  ohligat'ion  to  embrace  it;  but  are 
obligated  to  retain  the  Pjedobaptist  fyftem,  as 
what  they  fee   more  dearly, 

All^dwing,  therefore,  our  annexing  the  Idea 
of  ohfcurlty  to  what  is  faid  about  the  fubjedl 
and  the  mode  of  baptifm,  in  the  refpe6^  now 
mentioned,  to  be  true,  I  might  be  excufed  from 
vindicating  myfelf  and  my  friends  from  the  crime 
of  impeaching  the  divine  wifdom,  goodnefs,  and 
veracity,  by  adopting  the  alternative  of  finking 
the  obligation;  were  it  not  that  Mr.  B.'s  charges 
run  ftill  higher,  when  fpeaking  of  the  fignifica* 
tion  of  the  terms  of  the  inftitution.  "  Nay, 
fays  he,  were  the  leading  term  in  any  human 
law,  to  have  an  ambiguity  in  it,  equal  to  that 
for  which  our  Brethren  plead  with  regard  to  the 
word  haptipn\  fuch  law  would  certainly  be  con- 
fidered  as  betraying,  either  the  weaknefs,  or  the 
wickednefs,  of  the  legiilator;  and  be  condemn- 
ed, as  opei^iiig  a  door  to  perpetual  chicane  and 
painful  uncertainty.  Far  be  it,  then,  from  us 
to  fuppofe,  that  our  gracious  and  omnifcient 
Lord  ihould  give  a  law  relating  to  divine  wor- 
fhip,  and  obligatory  on  the  moll  illiterate  of  his 
real  difcipks,  v/hiclv  may   be  fairly  conftrued  to 

mcan> 
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mean,    this  or   that  or  the  other  a^fllon  —  a   law 
which  is  calculated  to  excite  and  perpetuate  con- 
tention among  his  •wifeU:  and  fincerefl:  foI!ov/ers— 
a  law,    that  would  difgrace   a  Britilli   Parliament 
in     j-efpecb    of    its      tripfk     meaning,    as     being 
involved    in   the    dark    ambiguity    of    a    Pagan 
oracle f."     What!  and  is  Mr.  B.  alfo  among  the 
analogical,     hypothetical,    and    confequential    rea- 
foners,  upon  the  matter  of  a  pofitive  inflitution? 
Tills    mode     of    reafoning,    on     our    principles, 
would  have  fome  plaufibility;  on  his  is  quite  out 
of  character.     But  what   figniiies   fetting   up  our 
own  idea   of  propriety  againfl:  a  plain  fadt;  it   is 
a  fa5i^  that  wife    and    good   men  camiot  fee  the 
effentiality  of  dipping  in  the  leading  term  of  this 
law;  while   Mr.    B.   and  his    friends   think,    they 
do.   It  is  2ifa5i^  that  wife   and  good  men  fmcerely 
believe  the  law    of  chriftian  baptifm  extends   to 
infants,  and  that  they  are  as   much   included  in 
the  very  terms  as  their  parents  are.     But  does  it 
from  thence    follow,    that   our    Divine  Legiilator 
has  lefs  wifdom   than    a   British  Parliament;    or 
defigns   an  impoiition  like  a  Pagan   oracle? 

§  13.  Mr.  B.'s  argument  is,  that  as  the. 
principal  terms  of  all  approved  human  laws  are 
without  ambiguity  in  their  meaning,  therefore 
much  more  ought  the  laws  of  Chrifl;  relating  to. 
divine  worlhip  to  be  fo.  But  do  we  forget  that 
pofitive  inftitutions  depend  intirely  on  t\\t  fovereign 
will  of  Heaven,  and  that  we  know  nothing 
about  them   further  than  they  are  revealed  ?    AI- 

lovving 
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lowing  this;  yet,  it  may  be  obje(fled,  If  oar  all- 
wife  Legillator  does  enaifl  any  law  of  this  kind, 
we  may  reafonably  prefume  that  it  will  be  fa. 
plain  and  eafy  that  the  mod  illiterate  of  his  real 
difciples  cannot  miflake  its  meaning.  "This  is 
ftill    indulging  fuppofition  againft  fa6l. 

Let  us  fuppofe,  for  illuftration'  fake,  that  an 
ante-diluvian  faint  had  adopted  this  mode  of 
reafoningi — "  It  is  true,  it  depends  intirely  on 
"  the  fovereiga  will  of  God  whether  he  will  re- 
*'  veal  himfelf  to  my  pofterity,  whether  he  will 
"  give  them  laws  and  pofitive  inftitutions,  to  re- 
"  gulate  their  lives  and  prove  their  obedience ; 
'*  but  if  he  do  fo  favour  them,  I  may  eafily  infer 
•*  from  his  infinite  wifdom,  goodnefs  and  equity; 
*'  from  his  omnifcience,  and  grace,  that  thefe 
"  laws  and  inftitutions  mufl:  be  fo  plain  and  eafy 
*'  that  the  moft  ignorant  of  the  righteous,  cannot 
**  mifmterpret  them.  For  were  I,  a  fmful  (hort- 
**  fighted  creature,  to  form  a  code  of  laws  for 
f'  my  pofterity,  they  (hould  be  all  of  that  charac- 
'**  ter,  and  therefore  much  more  will  thofe  which 
*'  the  Moft  High  may  deliver,  be  free  from  all 
^  ambiguity.  Yes,  He  fees  the  end  from  the 
*'  beginning;  and  as  he  is  capable  by  reafon  of 
*'  his  unerring  wifdo-m,  fo  he  is  bound  by  his 
**  immenfe  goodnefs,  to  prevent  all  occafion  of 
*'  chicane  and  painful  uncertainty.  If  prophets 
"  be  raifed  to  addrefs  my  mined  pofterity,  their 
*'  meflage  muft  be  fo  plain  and  eafy  to  be  un- 
"  derftood,  that  none  of  thofe  to  whom  they  are 
"  delivered  can  miftike  their  meaning ;  their  ere- 

*^  dentials 
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"  dentials  muft  be  of  fuch  a  nature  as  to  admit 
"  of  no  debate  whether  they  fhould  be  credited 
"  or  not.  And  when  the  promifed  Saviour  ap- 
"  pears,  he  will,  undoubtedly,  deliver  himfelf  in 
*'  fuch  a  manner  as  to  prevent  all  difpute  among 
**  his  followers,  efpecially  concerning  matters  of 
**  everlafting  moment.  There  will  be  no  quef- 
"  tion  among  them  whether  this  Saviour  is  the 
*'  Creator,  himfelf  in  man's  nature,  or  only  an 
*'  extraordinary  prophet  of  fuperior  wifdom  and 
*'  holinefsj  fmce  all  this  may  be  prevented  by  a 
"  few  words  out  of  his  own  mouth.  He  will 
**  put  it  out  of  all  doubt  with  all  the  wife  and 
"  pious  of  his  followers,  whether  he  is  to  be  ferved 
•*  with,  or  without,  a  form  of  devotion  in  pub- 
"  lick  aflemblies;  whether  chriflian  magiftrates 
"  ought,  or  ought  not,  to  form  an  alliance  be- 
"  tween  the  church  and  the  flate;  whether  or 
"  not  fome  perfon,  for  the  time  being,  fhould 
"  act  as  his  viceroy  to  the  end  of  time,  at  the 
"  head  of  his  univerfal  church.  And  if  he  fliould 
"  inftitute  a  rite  of  initiation  into  his  church,  it 
**  is  reafonable  to  expedl  that  his  wifdom  and 
"  goodnefs  will  prevent  all  painful  uncertainty 
^  refpecSling  the  mode  of  admilfion,  and  who  are 
"  the  proper  fuhje£ls^^  efpecially  when  wc  confider 
that  "  all  doubt  of  the  matter  might  be  precluded 
by  a  few  plain  words."  Thus  the  pious  ante- 
diluvian might  meditate,  and  reafon,  a  priori^  from 
the  wifdom  and  goodnefs  of  the  Great  Supreme; 
rejoicing  in  the  profped  of  the  halcyon  days  which 
his    pofterity    lliould    enjoy,    when    all   laborious 

fcarch 


46  Of  Pofitlve  InpUitlons  Ch.  T. 

fearch,  and  tedious  analogical  reafoning,  would  be 
utterly  precluded  by  the  explicitnefs  and  perfpi- 
cuity  with  which  he  would  fignify  his  pleafure. 
All  this  feems  quite  reafonable,  very  defirable, 
and  mighty  finej  but  yet  is  attended  with  one 
great  infelicity,  it  is  a  theory  which  does  not 
agree  with  facts:  But  iliall  a  benighted  finner 
exclaim,  when  his  views  of  propriety  and  wifdom 
are  confronted,  deranged,  and  totally  overthrown, 
"the  Lord's  ways  are  not  equal!"  Rather 
let  me  fhrink  to  my  proper  nothingnefs,  and 
fay,  O  the  depth  of  the  riches  both  of  the  %vifdo?n  and 
kriQiuledge  of  God^  hoiu  iinfearchahle  are  his  counfelsy 
and  his  ways^  his  providence  and  his  various  difpen- 
fations,  how paft finding  out!  "  Let  us  appeal  (fays 
Dr.  S.)  to  the  words  of  the  inftitution,  which 
no  doubt  are  exprefTed,  as  all  laws  ought  to  be, 
in  fo  clear  a  manner  as  that  he  who  runs  may 
read."  I  walk  and  read,  ftand  and  read,  medi* 
tate  and  read,  pray  and  read,  and  yet  cannot 
difcern  the  fenfe  he  puts  upon  the  law  of  the 
inilitution.  And,  what  is  far  more  extraordinary, 
thoufands  v>'hom  it  concerns,  many  of  whom  are 
far  better  qualified  to  judge  than  I  am,  are 
equally  at  a  lofs  to  difcover,  what  Dr.  S.  pro- 
nounces to  be  ivithout  douht^  fo  clear  a  meaning 
that  he  who  runs  may  read  it.  * 

Our 

*  What  the  pious  Mr.  Flavel  faid  of  hlmfclf,  i?,  no  doubt, 
the  unfeigned  fentiment  of  numbers  not  lefs  fincere  and  upright 
than  he,  however  fuperior  he  was  to  moft  divines  in  minifterial 
abilities  and  ufcfnlnefs ;  viz.,  "  We  have  a  witnefs  in  your  bofom, 
**  (faj'8  he  in  his  reply  to  Mr.  Cart}  tl.at  the  defence  of  C-tr/^'* 
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Our  opponents  involve  themfclves  in  a  glar- 
ing inconfiftence.  They  maintain  that  pofitive 
rites  depend  folely  on  the  pleafure  of  the  Infti- 
tutor,  and  then,  with  the  fame  breath,  plead 
that  their  evidence  tnujl  be  in  a  certain  given 
degree  of  explicitnefs,  that  is,  the  fuperlative  de^- 
gree.  For  if  they  are  not  exprelTed  in  the  ?noJ} 
plain  and  intelligible  manner,  they  are  not  wor- 
thy of  a  wife  Legiflator.  This  is  to  profefs 
abfolnte  fubjeciion  to  the  fovereign  Lord,  and  af- 
terwards to  prefcribe  rules  for  him  to  enacSl  his 
laws.  Thus  they  infift  upon  a  poftulatum  on 
which  to  erect  their  fyllem,  which  it  is  out  of 
our  power  to  grant  them  without  oiTering  open 
violence  to  logical  precifion  and  found  Theo- 
logy. 

§  14.  From  what  has  been  faid  I  conclude-— 
fmce  it  is  efiential  to  an  inftitution  merely  pofitive.^ 
our  opponents  themfelves  being  judges,  it  ihould 
be  free  from  all  obfcurity  and  ambiguity,  rela- 
tive to  mode  and  fubjecl,  and  fmce  the  inftitu- 
tion  of  baptifm  does  not  bear  that  chara(5lcr,  as 
ftubborn  fads  proclaim  —  that  baptifm  is  an 
ordinance  of  a  mixed  nature.  And  it  appears 
further  reafonable  to  conclude,  from  the  forego- 
ing premifes,  that,  as  all  allow  baptifm  has 
Jojnething    in  it  of   a  pofitive  nature,    "  the  fet- 
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*'  pure  nvorp'ip  and  inJ}itutions  hath  coft  us  fomething ;  and  as  for 
*•  me,  were  I  convinced  by  all  that  you  have  here  faid,  or  any 
"  of  your  friends,  that  in  baptizing  the  infants  of  believers  we  did 
'*  really  depart  from  the  primitive  purity,  I  would  renounce  it, 
*"  and  turn  Anabaptift  the  fame  day."  Flavel's  Reply  to  Mft 
Gary's   Solemn  Call,      Wirks,  Vol,  II,  p«  1003.     Firft  Ed. 
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«  Ing  apart  a  perfon  apparently  a  proper  fubjea: 
*'  of  the  vifible  church  of  Chrift,  by  the  ufe  of 
«  water,  in  the  Nanae  of  the  Father,  of  the  Son, 
*'  and  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  by  a  teacher  of  chrif- 
*'  tianity,"  feems  to  bid  fair  for  that  charader. 
Thus  far  Pxdobaptifts  and  Antipxdobaptifts 
generally  agree;  but  whether  a  total  immerfion 
idi  the  fubjetSl  be  ejfential  to  the  ordinance,  or 
even  the  moji  proper  mode  of  admiflioni  and 
whether  fome  infants  are  not  equally  intitled 
to  the  privilege  as  adults;  with  other  queftions 
of  inferior  confideration,  muft  be  neceflarily  de- 
cided by   moral  and  confequential  reafoning. 

§  15.  Let  us  now  attend  to  what  feems  the 
only  remaining  method  for  determining  about 
the  degree  and  proportion  of  pofttivenefs  and  mo^ 
rality  in  a  law  or  inftitution  commonly  termed 
pofitive.  And  here  I  obferve,  towards  folving 
this   difficulty,  the  two  things  following, 

I.  That  wc  ought  carefully  to  diftinguiih 
between  what  is  true  of  a  pofitive  inftitute  ia 
its  own  nature,  or  fimply  and  ahJiraSiedly  con- 
fidered,  and  the  lame  thing  attended  with  its 
neceflary  circumftances.  It  has  been  lliewn,  that 
baptifm  is  an  inftitution  which  is  pofitive  but 
in  part,  and,  therefore,  that  fuch  a  diflindion  as 
is  here  propofed  is  necefTary.  I  am  willing  then 
to  own  the  propriety  of  Mr.  B.'s  reafoning  up- 
on the  nature  and  efTential  properties  of  pofitive 
inftitutions,  as  far  as  they  are  fuch^  but  deny 
that  any  juft  confequences  from  them  are  fa- 
vourable to  Antipsedobaptifm.     And  if  we  admit, 

what 
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what  I  hope  has  been  fufficiently  proved,  and 
what  the  following  pages  will  more  abundantly 
demonflrate,  that  there  is  no  inftitution  of  the 
gofpel  difpenfation  fo  merely  pofitive  as  not  re- 
quiring prudential  and  moral  aid  to  determine 
about  the  due  performance  and  proper  fubjeds 
thereof;  and  confequently,  that  the  ordinance  of 
baptifm  does  not  agree  to  the  ahjira£l  notion  of 
pofitive  inftitutions ;  I  venture  to  affert,  as  no 
lefs  true  than  extraordinary,  that  there  is  nor 
ONE  of  all  the  quotations  from  Psedobap- 
tirt  writers  contained  in  the  firft  part  of  his^ 
Padobaptifm  exajnined^  concerning  the  nature .  of 
pofitive  inftitutions^  but  is  perfectly  consist- 
ent with  Paedobaptift  principles !  But  the  fpeci- 
ous  fophifm  was  fupported  by  arbitralily  uniting 
what  were  in  themfelves  different;  by  extending 
the  abrtracl  nature  of  an-  inftitution,  to  the  par- 
ticular circumllances  of  it. 

2.  Laying  afide  all  preconceived  ideas,  we 
fliould  carefully  inquire  how  far  any  inditution  in- 
queftion,  from  an  impartial  furvey  of  what  is 
recorded  of  it,  agrees  with  the  definition  of 
a  pofitive  inflitution  in  its  abftrail  fenfe.  We 
all  agree  that  fuch  an  inftitution,  as  deferves  the 
denomination  of  pofitive,  is  that^  the  reafon  of 
which  we  do  not  fee,  yet  delivered  with  fuch 
plainnefs,  clcarnefs,  and  circumilantial  evidence, 
as  is  liable  to  no  mifconftru6tion  from  a  perfon 
of  common  capacity  and  religious  fincerity.  Let 
us  apply  this  rule  to  baptifm,  and  we  find,  that 
there  are  feme  things  wherein  the  rule  and  the 
D  ordinance 
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ordinance  agree,  and  other  things  wherein  they 
difagree.  Bp.  Butler  will  furniili  us  with  a 
flight  fpecimen  of  the  manner  of  applying  the 
above  rule.  "  The  moft  important  obligations 
and  privileges  fignified  by  baptifm  are  of  mGral 
confideration.  —  For  initance,  if  fome  are  com- 
manded to  be  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Father^ 
and  of  the  Son^  and  of  the  Holy  Ghoft\  there  are 
obligations  of  duty  rcfulting  from  the  command 
as  pofitivey  but  the  importance  of  thefe  duties  may 
be  judged  of  by  obferving,  that  they  arife  not 
from  pofitive  command  merely^  but  alfo  from  the 
offices  which  appear  from  fcripture  to  belong  to 
thofe  divine  perfons  in  the  gofpel  difpcnfation ; 
or  from  the  relations^  which,  we  are  there  in- 
formed, they  ftand  in  to  us  *."  This  I  call  a 
(pccimen^  but  that  the  diftinclion  above  noticed 
is  applicable  to  the  fubject  and  circumftances  of 
baptifm,  will  be  afterwards  confidered. 

§  i6.  Hence  we  may  infer,  that  analogical 
and  confequential  reafoning  is  not  only  lawful, 
but  effential  to  this   controverfy. 

We  have  feen  (§  12.)  that  our  opponents 
themfelves  do  occafionally  nm  into  this  ftrain, 
however  inconfiftent  with  their  favourite  maxim; 
and  we  have  feen  that,  hitherto,  it  has  done 
them  no  fervice.  From  their  being  fo  extremely 
relu(51ant  to  admit  of  this  fort  of  argument  on 
the  lubjedl:  of  baptifm,  we  may  juftly  fufpe£l:  that 
it  is  proportionably  injurious  to  their  tenet.  Mr. 
B.    indeed,   is  very  explicit  on  this  head,  as  be- 

•    EwTtiR's  Analogy,  ut  fupra. 
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fore  obferved;  "  Except  it  be  maintained  (fays 
he)  that  pofitive  ordinances  are  to  be  intirely 
governed  by  pofitive  law  and  primitive  example, 
it  is  impoffible  for  the  Antipasdobaptifts  to  ftand 
their  ground  by  fair  argument  in  various  cafes, 
when  difputing  with  Paedobaptifls  as  fuch  *." 
Dr.  S.  infifts,  "  that  prefumptive  proof?  are  in- 
fufficient  to  eftablifh  duties  of  a  pofitive  kind  ||." 
And  I  take  the  liberty  of  infixing  in  my  turn, 
that,  as  no  fuch  duty  exifls,  in  his  application  of 
the  term  pofitive^  prefumptive  proofs  are  very  good 
ones,  becaufe  they  are  the  very  beft  that  the  na- 
ture of  the  cafe  can  admit  of.  To  argue  from 
what  is  certain  in  one  cafe,  the  probability  of  a 
cafe  lefs  evident,  when  the  latter  bears  fome 
ftriking  relation  or  refemblance  to  the  former, 
has  ever  been  reckoned  fair  and  proper  in  fub- 
jecls  of  morality  and  duty ;  it  therefore  follows, 
that,  as  the  duty  in  quellion  is  partly  founded 
on  moral  grounds,  the  fame  method  of  arguing 
is  fair  and  proper  to  a  certain  degree  in  the  pre- 
fent  cafe.  For  when  the  circumjlances  of  a  duty 
commonly  termed  pofitive  are  left  in  an  indeter- 
minate ftate,  and  therefore  of  neceffity  muft  yield 
to  moral  confiderations,  and  when  thefe  moral 
confiderations  do  not  arife  immediately  from  the 
evident  relation  of  the  cafe  in  hand,  or  are  not 
determined  clearly  by  precept  or  example;  wliat 
more  rational  method  of  determining  thefe  cir- 
cumftances,  than  by  recurring  by  means  of  analogy 
D  2  to 

•  p.  462,  II  p.  292. 
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to  thofe  which  we  are  fure  met  with  the  divine 
approb;Hion? 

.  What  has  been  fa  id  already  upon  this  article, 
might  appear,  I  prefume,  quite  fufficient,  in  vin- 
dication of  a  method  of  defence  which  our  op- 
ponents would  fain  deprive  us  of,  were  it  not 
that  they  are  impertinently  inimical  to  it  upon 
every  occafion,  as  might  be  eafily  Ihewn  by  nu- 
merous quotations  out  of  their  writings,  and  Mr. 
B.'s  p;Tidobaptifm  Examined  in  particular.  But 
as  their  favourite  terms,  POSITIVE  LAW 
and  APOSTOLIC  EXAMPLE,  as  oppofed 
to  moral  and  analogical  reafoning,  are  a  two-edged 
fwordn  \shich  they  brandlrti  with  great  parade, 
and  with  which  they,  pretend  to  do  great  execu- 
tion; let  us  now  fee  whether  this  weapon  may 
not  be  wrefled  out  of  their  hands. 

§  17.  That  principle,  whereby  our  opponents 
decry  all  ufe  of  analogy  in  this  debate,  is  redu- 
cible to  the   moft  glaring  ahfurdities.     For, 

(i)  It  is  impofhble  that  Mr.  B.  Dr.  S.  or 
any  one  elfe  in  the  prefent  day,  fliould  know  any 
thing;  about  this  ordinance  without  the  aids  of 
the  very  method  which  they  fa  much  oppofe. 
lliis  is  evident  when  we  refle^ft,  that  as  fcripture 
can  never  be  proved  to  be  of  divine  original,  fo 
neither  can  any  particular  part  of  it  be  proved 
to  have  this  meaning  rather  than  that^  but  by 
means  of  moral  and  analogical  reafoning.  The 
evidence  of  revelation  is  either  external  or  internal ; 
its  external  evidence  muft  depend  on  the  faithful- 
ncf  of  our  predecelTors  who   have   recorded  and 

tranfmitted 
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tranfmitted  fuch  fadls  as  conftitute  the  fame; 
but  will  any  man,  compos  mentis^  hefitate  a  mo- 
ment refpe6ting  the  neceflity  of  examining  the 
pretenfions  and  credentials  of  our  fellow-mortals, 
when  they  aflert  they  were  fent  of  God  to  claim 
the  attention,  belief,  and  obedience  of  mankind? 
And  how  can  this  be  decided  without  the  afTift- 
ance  of  moral  reafoning?  Its  internal  evidence 
muft  be  fought  by  the  fame  method  ;  for  nothing 
can  be  of  God  which  is  evidently  and  demon- 
ftrably  falfe  or  impious,  however  recommended 
by  figns  and  wonders. 

Nor  will    it  avail  to    fay,    the    moft    abftrufc 
things,  indeed,    will   admit  of  fuch  inveftigation, 
but  fome    things  are   "  fo  plain  and  eafy   to  be 
underflood  that  he  who  runs  may  read."     Such 
parts  of  fcripture,  then,  need  only  to  be  propo- 
fed,  and  they  appear  felf-evldent.     I  will  not  deny 
but   there   are    many   fuch  truths   in    fcripture ; 
inafmuch    as    fome    of  the    plainefl    didates    of 
common    fenfe    and    reafon    are   there    recorded. 
And,  indeed,  this  is  no  fmall  part  of  the  glory 
of  revelation,  that  it  is  "  a  republication  of  na- 
tural  religion;    fo  that    natural  religion,    in   the 
words    of  Bp.   Butler,   feems  as  much  proved 
by  the  fcripture  revelation,  as  it  would  have  been, 
had   the  defign    of  revelation  been  nothing  elfe 
than  to  prove  it  *.'*     But  it  muft  amount  to  an 
evident  ccntradi6lion    to   afTert   that  pofitive  laws 
are  felf-evident  in  their  own  nature ;  for,    on  the 
fuppofition,  we  know  nothing  about  them  further 
D  3  than 

•  BuTttn'i  Analogy,  ut  fupra* 
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than  they  are  revealed.  Nor  will  it  mend  the 
matter  to  fay,  that  when  revealed  they  are  felf- 
evidentj  for,  it  is  likewife  granted,  that  they  de- 
rive their  whole  force  and  being  from  the  fove- 
reign  authority  that  enjoins  them;  which  autho- 
rity itfelf  cannot  be  felf-evident,  but  muft  be 
examined,  weighed,  compared,  and  finally  deter- 
mined by  fome  antecedent  principles;  and  this  is 
the  province  of  moral  reafon  and  analogy. 

§   1 8.  But  if  it  be  faid,  that  "  tho'  we  need 
thefe  aids  to  afcertain  the  truth  of  revelation,  yet 
when  that  is  once  done  we  have  no  farther  need 
of  it:"     I   anfwer,  this   can  by   no   means   folve 
the  difEculty  j   for  in  order  to  difcover  the  im- 
port of  any  law  or  precept  of  holy  writ,   we  muft 
either   take  the  literal  and  ftri6t .  meaning   of  it, 
or  we  muft   have    recourfe  to  the  defign   of  the 
paiTage  from  the   moll  probable  intention  of  the 
Lawgiver;    if  the  latter^   ihe   point    is  given  up; 
if  the  former^   the  moft  abfurd  confequences  will 
immediately  follow.     For  it  is   evident  to  a  de- 
monflration,  that  two  perfons,  who  would  under- 
take to  perform  a   pofitive  command,   may  both 
alike  plead   the  ftri6t  letter   of  the  law   to   be  on 
their  fide,    and  yet  one  of  them  may  commit  fin 
while  fo  doing,  and    the  other  difcharge  incum- 
bent duty.     And  I  may  venture  to  fay,  there  is 
not  a  pofitive  law  in  all  the  infpired  volume,  re- 
lating to  the   mofaic   or  the    chrifiian  oeconomy, 
but   might    furnifh   an   illuftration    and   proof  of 
what  I   aflert.     To   avoid   prolixity  I   fhall   infift 
upon  the  law  of  baptifm  only :   on  which  Mr.  B. 

thus 
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thus  reflects.  "  It  fhould  be  well  obferved,  that 
when  o\vi  Lord  after  his  refurre(3:ion,  fays,  Gc;— • 
baptize  \  he  does  not  mention  baptifm  by  way  of 
allufion,  or  incidentally.  No,  he  fpeaks  the  lan- 
guage of  legijlation-i  he  delivers  divine  law. 
He  mentions  and  appoints  baptifm  as  an  ordi- 
nance of  God,  and  as  a  branch  of  human  duty. 
Where,  then,  muft  we  expect  precifion  in  the  ufe 
of  terms,  if  not  on  fuch  an  occafion*?"  Where? 
why,  in  thofe  parts  of  revelation  where  man's 
everlafting  welfare  is  more  immediately  concerned. 
For  is  it  probable  that  the  law  of  initiation  into 
the  vifible  kingdom  of  Chrift,  and  an  external 
relation  to  him  and  his  church,  is  of  more  im- 
portance, and  requiring  great<!r  precifion  in  its 
terms,  than  that  which  afcertains  their  quaiifica- 
tion  for  the  kingdom  of  grace  and  glory?  But 
fuppofing,  for  argument  fake,  that  the  law  of 
baptifm  (Mat.  xxviii.  19.)  is  delivered  with  greater 
precifion  than  ufual,  and  let  us  try  —  not  with  a 
view  to  impeach  the  wifdom  or  the  goodnefs  of 
Chrifl — let  us  try,  I  fay,  whether  moral  reafon- 
ing  and  analogy  are  not  neceflary  for  the  right 
obfervance  of  it,  even  upon  our  author*s  own 
principles. 

Mr.  B.^  will  allow  that  this  law  confiils  of 
three  parts;  the  aftion  itfelf,  baptize -,  the  quali- 
iication  neceflary  for  the  fubje-ft  previous  to  bap- 
tifm, implied  in  the  word  teach  \  and  the  coai- 
miflion  given  to  the  adminlftrators,  Go  ye,  Th^. 
lirft  of  thefe  ideas  will  be  more  profefiedly  ex- 
D  4  amiii^ 
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amined  hereafter  j  but  by  the  bye,  one  would 
think  that  the  great  diverfity  of  opinions  refpedl- 
ing  this  a^ion^  and  the  various  pra£^ices  of  dif- 
ferent nations  and  churches  in  performing  what 
they  apprehend  to  be  included  in  it,  might  lead 
a  modefl  and  impartial  obferver  to  conclude— not 
that  one  party  of  chriftians  exclufively  are  in  the 
right,  while  all  the  others  are  ejjeniially  wrong, 
many  of  whom  have  ferioufly,  deliberately  and 
impartially  examined  the  authority  and  the  mind 
of  their  divine  Lord  in  the  matter,  whofe  fove- 
reign  pleafure  is  more  dear  to  them  than  their 
jives,  and  whom  they  would  not  wilfully  offend 
therein  for  the  world  —  to  conclude,  I  fay,  either 
that  the  precept  is  not  delivered  with  all  that 
plainnefs  and  precifion  which  our  opponents  con- 
tend for,  in  favour  of  their  manner  of  perform- 
ing the  a^ion^  or  elfe  that  it  is  of  fuch  latitude 
as  to  include  divers  manners.  I  would  only 
remark,  that,  fuppofmg  (without  granting)  the 
exclufive  invariable  meaning  of  the  term,  baptize^ 
fignifies  to  immerfe,  I  might,  on  that  fuppofition 
fo  fulfil  the  command  literally^  in  plunging  a 
proper  fubje<5t,  as  that  Mr.  B.  I  am  perfuaded, 
would  either  not  admit  it  to  be  at  all  true  bap- 
tifm,  or  would  require  no  fmall  afTiftance  from 
that  very  method  of  arguing  which  he  oppugns, 
to  prove  its  validity.  But  I  (hall  obferv^,  more 
particularly,  fome  things  with  refpe6l  to  the 
commiiTion  of  the  adminiflrators,  which  will  fur- 
nifh  a  fecond  argument  againft  the  oppofers  of 
analogical  and  moral  reafoning  on  the  fubje6t. 

§  19. 
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§  19.  (2)  It  is  impoflible,  on  the  principle  I 
am  oppofingj  for  Mr.  B.  or  Dr.  S.  to  prove 
their  right  and  authority  to  adminiller  the  ordi- 
nance of  baptifin  to  any  fubje6l,  and  of  confe- 
quciice  the  validity  of  the  action.  The  fen- 
timent  I  refer  to,  is,  that  nothing  fliort  of  a 
precept  or  prececlent  will  fuffice  for  the  due  per- 
formance of  the  duty.  Now  that  every  action 
performed  by  apoftles,  difciples,  or  faints,  with, 
or  without,  the  fpecial  directions  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  precedent^  or 
an  example  to  be  imitated,  will,  I  prefume,  admit 
of  no  debate.  It  therefore  follows  that  we  mufl 
either  gather  from  moral  confiderations,  or  con- 
fequential  d^^ductions,  whether  any  particular  acti- 
on is  to  be  imitated  by  us,  or  not;  or  dk  that 
there  muft  be  a  precept  previoufly  given,  whereby 
any  fuch  action  receives  a  fpecial  direction  and 
determination  to  influence  our  choice.  And  fo 
it  remains  that  an  action,  however  and  by  whom- 
foever  performed,  can  be  to  us  no  rule  of  duty, 
no  precedent  at  all^  of  itself.  It  is  there- 
fore abfurd  to  fay  that  we  can  regard  ariy  action 
as  a  precedent,  without  the  aids  of  inferential 
reafoning.  We  are,  now,  driven  to  precepts  to 
perform  the  difficult  tafk.  Let  us,  therefore,  at- 
tend to  that  "  language  of  legillation,  that  divine 
law  where  we  may  expedt,  we  are  told,  the 
greateft  plainnefs  and  precifion."  Go  ye,  there- 
fore^ and  teach.  —  This  is  the  precept.  But  to 
whom  is  it  given?  The  anfwer,  no  doubt,  will 
be,  To  the  difcipler,  and  to  their  fuaejhs  in  tlie 
D  5  gofpel 
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pel  minlftry.  Rather,  To  the  difciples,  and,  we 
may  juftly  infer^  to  their  fuccefTors  in  the  gofpel 
miniftry  to  the  end  of  time.  For  our  Lord  adds, 
*'  Lo!  I  am  with  you  alway,  even  to  the  end 
of  the  world;'*  which  more  likely  refers  to  our 
Lord's  authoritative  and  gracious  prefence  with 
all  the  •  then  future,  properly  qualified  teachers 
and  propagators  of  the  gofpel,  than  exclufively  his 
immediate  fuccefTors,  the  apoftks  and  difciples, 
who  fliould  be  endowed  from  above  with  extraor- 
dinary abilities,  remarkably  owned,  and  attended 
with  figns  and  wonders  for  the  eftablifhment  of 
the  chriftian  religion,  on  the  ruins  of  the  jewifh 
hierarchy. 

But  fuppofing,  (without  granting)  that  the 
fonner  proportion  is  fo  felf-evident  as  to  pre- 
clude all  need  of  inference,  or  analogy.  The 
■queftion  ftill  returns,  what  conftitutes  a  difciple, 
and  teacher  of  religion?  Chrillian  godly  parents 
are  difciples,  and  they  alfo  teach  their  children  and 
domeflics  the  principles  of  chriilianity ;  have  ihey^ 
therefore,  authority  to  baptize  fiich  as  they  teach  ? 
Without  analogy  and  inference  how  can  their  pre- 
tenfions  be  difproved?  May  they  not  plead,  from 
the  very  pafTage  in  queftion,  that  becaufe  they 
may  teach,  they  may  likewife  baptize?  It  will 
be  faid,  perhaps,  the  adminiftration  of  gofpel  or- 
dinances belongs  to  puhlick  teachers.  But  publicic 
and  private  are  relative  terms  ;  and  who  (liall 
draw  the  line  of  diftin6lion  how  far  publick  his 
chara6icr  and  teaching  muft  be?  May  any  one 
run,  without  being  fent,   to  teach   and   baptize  ? 

Does 
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Does  this  conftitute  a  teacher  of  chriflianlty,  that 
he  fancies  he  may  fet  up  for  one?  or  is  he  to 
be  admitted  to  the  difcharge  of  his  minifterial 
function  in  fome  more  regular  way  ?  How  fhall 
we  judge  about  the  regularity  of  that  way?  The 
wearer  of  the  tripple  crown  afferts  an  univerfal 
claim  to  this  right  of  admiffionj  as  his  fovereign 
prerogative.  With  a  prieftly  nod,  with  roaring  bulls, 
or  with  dire  anathemas,  he  excludes  all  of  us, 
who  are  of  the  heretical  tribe,  from  approaching 
to  officiate  at  the  baptifmal  font,  or  the  holy 
altar.  And  what  is  extraordinary,  he  urges  ex- 
prefsy  literal  pafTages  of  fcripture,  on  which  to 
found  his   pretenfions. 

§  20.  But  Proteftants,  alfo,  talk  of  the  divine 
right  of  epifcopacy,    and  the  neceffity  of  an  epif- 
copal  commiilion,  for  preaching  God's  word,  and 
for  the  valid  miniftration  of  the  chriftian    facra- 
ments.     And   this   they   attempt   to    prove    from 
the  holy  fcriptures^    as   well   as  the   do6lrine  *ind 
pradlice    of    the    primitive    church.  '   Thus    the 
twenty  third  article  of  the  church  of  England,  pa- 
raphrafed  by  a  faithful   fon   and   champion;  "  It 
is  not  lawful  by  the  law   of  God  for  any  man  to 
take    upon    him    the    office    of  publick   preaching  or 
mini/lering    the  facraments    in    the   congregation    or 
church,  of  Chrift    before  he  he  lawfully  called  ac- 
cording to   the  law   of  God,   and  fent  to  execute 
the  fame.     And  thofe  we   ought    to   judge   lawfully 
called  and  fent  according  to  the  law  of  God,  I'jhich 
he  chofen   and  called  to   this   work    by   men^   who  by 
the  law  of  God  have  publick  authority  given  unto 
D  6  them 
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thetn  in  the  congregation  or  church  of  Chriil,  to 
call  and  feyid  nwiijlers  hito  the  Lord's  vineyard,  I 
have  put  in  the  words  according  to  the  law  of 
God^  (fays  the  Paraphraft,)  becaufe  it  is  certain 
that  is  meant  by  the  word  lawful  in  this  place. 
Thefe  articles  were  drawn  up  by  the  Bidiops  and 
Clergy  in  convocation  or  fynod,  who  were  ever 
efteemed  to  be  interpreters  or  expofitors  of  the 
law  of  God,  and  to  have  authority  to  declare 
what  was  agreeable  to  his  laws,  and  what  not  — 
Confequently  (fays  this  Do(Sl:or  of  Laws)  when  they 
fay,  it  is  not  lawful  for  any  man  to  take  upon 
him  the  office  of  publick  preaching  or  miniftering 
the  facraments  in  the  church,  ,they  could  not 
mean  that  it  was  not  lawful  in  this  realm  only  by 
virtue  of  the  temporal  laws  here  in  force,  becaufe 
they  had  no  authority  to  declare  or  expound 
thofe  laws,  but  that  it  was  not-  lawful  according 
to  the  LAW  OF  God,  and  therefore  could  not 
be  allowed  in  any  realm,  in  any  country,  in  any 
church  or  fociety  of  chriflians.  —  And  in  the  pre- 
face to  the  forms  of  ordination,  it  is  faid,  that  /'/  is 
EVIDENT  to  all  men  diligently  reading  HOLY  SCRIP- 
TURES, and  ancient  authors^  that  from  the  apojlks^ 
time^  there  have  been  thefe  orders  of  minijlers  in 
Chri/rs  churchy  bijhops^  priefts  and  deacons^  which 
offices  were  evermore  had  in  fuch  reverend  ejiima^ 
ttoyiy  that  no  man  by  his  own  private  authority^ 
might  prefume  to  execute  any  of  thcm^  except  he  were 
frjt  calledy  tried^  cxa?nined  and  known  to  have  fuch 
qualities  as  were  requifite  for  the  fame^  and  alfo  by 
publick  prayer^    with   impcfition    of  handsy    approved 
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and  admitted  thereunto. ^-^ho.  [the  church]  alfo  de^ 
clares  thefe  three  orders  to  be  of  divine  injVitution^ 
when  file  fays  that  it  is  evident  to  all  ?nen  dili^ 
gently  reading  holy  scripture  that  there  have 
been  thefe  orders  of  ?nini/lers  in  ChrijV s  church,-^ 
And  therefore  according  to  the  doclrine  of  the 
church  of  England^  declared  by  her  ordinal  and 
articles  as  they  expound  each  other,  //  is  not 
laivful  for  any  ?nan  to  take  upon  him  the  office  of 
publick  preachirig^  or  minijiering  the  facrarnents  in 
the  congregation  or  church  of  Chrifl,  before  he  he 
lawfully  called  and  fent  to  execute  the  fame  by  fame 
Bishop;  that  is,  before  he  be  episcopally.  or- 
dained; and  this  by  the  law  of  God,  who 
by  his  Holy  Spirit  has  appointed  the  order  of 
bifliops,  and  dire£led  that  only  thofe  who  are  of 
that  order  Ihould  ordain  others,  confequently  is 
a  law  not  only  obligatory  in  the  church  of  Eng- 
land, but  throughout  the  whole  catholic  church, 
—  She  further  declares,  in  the  twenty  ftxth  TutiQle, 
that  altho^  in  the  vifible  church  the  evil  be  ever 
mingled  ivith  the  goody  and  fometime  the  evil  have 
chief  authority  in  the  minijlration  of  the  word  and 
facrarnents ;  yet  forafjnuch  as  they  do  not  the  fame  in 
their  own  name  but  in  Chrift's,  and  do  minijler  by 
HIS  COMMISSION  aJid  authority,  we  may  ufe  their 
minijlry  both  in  hearing  the  word  of  God,  and  in 
the  receiving  of  the  facrarnents.  Neither  is  the  effeci 
of  ChrijYs  ordinance  taken  away  by  their  wickednefs, 
nor  the  grace  of  God's  gifts  di?7iinip)ed  from  fuch, 
as  by  faith,  and  rightly  ao  receive  the  facrarnents 
minijhred  unto  them,    which  be   efft^lnal  hccaufe   of 
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ChrljVs  INSTITUTION  and  promise,  altho*  they 
he  mini/iered  by  evil  men.  Here  the  church  plainly 
makes  the  validity  of  the  facraments  depend 
intirely  upon  Chrift's  commission.  For  the' 
reafon  alleged  why  they  may  be  received  from 
evil  minifters,  is  becaufe  fuch  miniflers  have  com^ 
mijjion  and  authority  from  Chrifi:,  and  that  facra- 
ments fo  received  are  effectual  becaufe  of  Chriil's 
injiitution  and  pro7Jiife^  which  evidently  implies 
that  where  there  is  no  fuch  commifTion  there  is 
not  the  inilitution  and  promife  of  Chnll,  confe- 
quently  they  are  not  'effedtual  without  the  com- 
miffion.  Thus  the  church  of  England  mofl 
clearly  maintains  and  afierts  both  the  divine  right 
of  epifcQpacy^  and  alfo  the  neceflity  of  an  epifeopal 
commijfon  to  the  valid  adminiftration  cf  the 
facrament  *." 

§  21.  Thus  the  large  body  of  venerable  Bidiops, 
together  with  their  numerous  fons  and  fervants 
the  Clergy,  in  convocation  alTembled,  as  the  re- 
prefentatives  of  millions,  deliver  their  final  and 
permanent  fentiments,  concerning  the  authority 
neceflary  for  minifters  to  difcharge  the  duties  of 
their  function,  and  the  validity  of  their  miniftra- 
tions  thereon  depending.  But  what  is  very  re- 
markable is,  that  their  determin.ation  appeals,  not 
to  the  uncertain  reports  of  tradition,  to  moral, 
inferential,  or  analogical  reafoning,  but  to  a  pcfi^ 
five  law,  to  the  exprefs  in/lit ution  of  Clirith 
And  our  expounding  Doctor  jullifies  thefe  eccle- 
fiafiiical   decifions,    on  the  very  fume  principles^    by 
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;  appealing  to  the  language  of  legiflation,  the  di- 
vine pofitive  command,  to  which  we  firfl  referred. 
Thus  he  fettles  his  point:  "  That  the  apojiolical 
I .  or  liigheft  order,  which  w^as  appointed  to  fupply 
I  the  place  of  Chrift  himfelf  after  his  afcenilon, 
was  intended  by  him  not  for  a  temporary,  but 
'.  a  perpetual  inftitution,  is  evident  from  the  com- 
\  miffion  he  gave  them  after  his  refurredion.  For, 
,  having  fingled  out  the  eleven  Apoftles,  out  of 
above  five  hundred,  to  whom  he  appeared  at 
once  after  his  refurrCvSlion,  and  appointed  them 
alone  to  meat  him  at  a  mountain  in  Galilee^  he 
fpake  unto  them,  faying,  All  poiver  is  given  unto 
vie  in  heaven  and  in  earth.  And  having  thus  de- 
clared his  own  povvCr,  he  commits  it  to  them, 
and  fays.  Go  ye  therefore^  as  my  deputies  and 
vicegerents,  and  dlfclple  all  nations^  baptizing  them 
in  the  Name  of  the  Father^  and  of  the  Son,  and 
of  the  Holy  Ghcjf,  teaching  them  to  ohferve  all 
things  zuhatfaever  I  have  commanded  ycu.  And  lo 
I  am  with  you  ahvay,  even  unto  the  end  cf  the 
world.  Amen.  In  which  words  he  plainly  fhevvs 
that  th^ir  office  was  intended  to  be  continued 
alway,  even  unto  the  end  of  the  world,  and 
he  confirms  this  promife  with  an  Amen,  thereby 
teftifying  that  he  v^ould  verily  and  indeed  fulfil 
it.  Now  it  v;as  plainly  the  apoIloHcal  office 
which  our  Saviour  here  promifed  he  would  be 
alway  prefcnt  with,  to  ratify  and  confirm  their 
miniftrations.  For  it  was  only  the  elevea  dif- 
clples  or  apoilles,  whom  he  had  before  fent,  as 
he  was   fent  by  the   Father,  to  whom   he  made 
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the  promife.  And  that  the  promifc  was  made 
to  the  office  or  order  with  which  he  had  vefted 
them,  and  not  to  their  perfons,  is  evident^  becaufe 
otherwife  his  promife  muft  have  failed  at  their 
deaths,  and  confequently  he  was  fo  far  from  con- 
tinuing with  them  to  the  end  of  the  world  in  the 
difcharge  of  this  office,  that  he  did  not  continue 
with  them  an  hundred  years,  for  all  thefe  eleven 
Apoftles  were  dead  in  lefs  than  that  time. 
But  fome  pretend  that  the  words  which  we  here 
tranllate,  the  end  of  the  zvorld^  fignify  no  more 
than  the  end  of  that  age.  But  if  they  are  un- 
derilood  to  fignify  no  more,  then  the  commiffion 
to  difciple  by  baptifm,  and  to  teach  what  Chrifl 
had  commanded,  muft  end  with  that  age  alfo, 
and  then  chrilHanity  muft  have  ceafed  with  that 
age,  fo  that  ever  fmce  our  preaching  has  been 
vain,  and  your  faith  alfo  vain;  for  it  has  fmce 
had  no  promife  of  Chrift  to  depend  .upon,  if 
this  promife  is  to  be  extended  to  no  longer 
time ;  and  that  is  not  faith^  but  prefuniption^  which 
is  not  founded  vipon  any  promife.  But  if  the 
promife  is  to  be  extended  to  the  end  of  the 
world,  and  that  it  muft  be,  or  there  can  be  no 
chriftianity  in  the  world,  then  muft  the  office, 
the  apcjhlical  office  or  order,  to  which  it  was 
made,  continue  fo  long.  For  Chrift  did  not 
fay,  /  am  alway  prcfent  to  ratfy  and  confirm  thcfe 
miniflrations  by  whomfoever  performed^  but  /  am 
with  you  ahvay-y  with  you  whom  I  have  fcnt,  as 
I  was  fent  by  the  Father,  with  you  whom  I 
have  appointed  to  difciple  all  nations  by  bap- 
tifm 
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|tifm,  with  you  \^hom  I  have  appointed  to  teach 
all  things  which  I  have  commanded  and  will 
ratify  and  confirm  what  you  do  hi  thcfe  minif- 
trations,  that  is,  you  who  are  commiUloned  for 
that  purpofe.  'I^herefore  the  office,  the  apojlolical 
office^  to  which  this  commifTion  was  given,  muft 
continue  for  the  miniftry  of  tl-kefe  ordinances, 
or  there  is  no  promife  that  thefe  ordinances 
fliall  be  effectual  to  any  after  the  death  of  thofe 
perfons  to  whom  this  commiflion  w^as  particu- 
larly given.  But  if  the  ordinances  continue, 
then  the  commiffion  alfo  is  continued,  for  the 
promife  is  not  made  to  the  ordinances,  but  to 
the  commiffioners  in  the  minifiration  of  thofe 
ordinances;  and  therefore  if  thofe  who  have 
not  the  commiffion  undertake  to  adminifter  them, 
there  is  no  word  of  promife  to  make  fuch 
miniftrations   efFedlual. 

"  Now  whence  do  the  facraments  receive  their 
valid-ity  ?  Certainly  not  from  any  thing  that  is 
naturally  intrinfick  to  the  outward  vifible  fign, 
but  from  the  injl'itutlon  of  Jefus  Chrifl:,  But 
then  it  is  not  every  kind  of  baptifm,  or  of  wafli^ 
ing  with  w'ater,  that  will  have  effedt:  it  mufk 
be  done  according  to  his  uijUtution^  or  it  is  not 
the  facrament  which  he  has  ordained.  Now 
when  Chrift  ordered  baptifm  to  be  adminiftered 
to  all  nations,  when  he  appointed  that  all  fhould 
eat  of  that  bread  and  drink  of  that  cup,  he  did 
not  only  ordain  in  what  manner,  or  with  what 
form  of  words  thefe  facraments  ihould  be  cele- 
brated, but  likewife  directed  v/hat  particular  perfons 

Hiould 
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fhould  celebrate  them.  Thus  when  he  ordered 
all  nations  fhould  be  made  difciples  by  baptifm, 
he  did  not  indifcriminately  command  all  perfons 
that  fliould  know  how  to  recite  the  form  of 
words  with  wliich  bapttfm  was  to  be  adminiftcr- 
ed,  to  baptize,  but  the  Jpojlks  only,  whom  he 
chofe  out  of  a  vaft  multitude  of  his  difciples, 
and  to  them  particularly,  as  I  have  before  ob- 
ferved,  he  gave  commifiion  to  go  and  dijclple  all 
nations^  baptizing  them.  So  alfo  when  he  infli- 
tuted  the  holy  eucharift,  he  did  not  commit 
the  miniftration  of  it  to  all  his  difciples,  but 
only  to  the  twelve.  And  to  them  only  he  faid 
This  do,  that  is,  confecrate  bread  and  wins, 
and  diftribute  it,  as  I  have  now  done,  in  re- 
membrance of  me. -^ The  Apoftles  on  neither 
of  thefe  occafions  met  our  Saviour  by  accident, 
but  by  appointment.  Whereas  if  he  had  intend- 
ed to  have  commiffioned  more  for  either  of  thefe 
purpofes,  he  could  as  eafily  have  ordered  more  to 
have  attended  him  upon  either  of  thife  occafions. 
But  by  not  requiring  their  attendance,  and  at  the 
fame  time  requiring  that  of  the  Apoftles,  he 
plainly  excluded  all  the  reft. — I  know  it  is  ob- 
je6led,  that  a  bare  omifTion  in  this  cafe  does,  not 
amount  to  a  prohibition,  and  therefore  fmce  our 
Saviour  only  forebore  to  command,  but  did  not 
prohibit  his  other  difciples  to  adminifter  his  fa- 
craments,  w^e  have  no  ground  from  fcripture  to 
fay  that  none  but  Bifonps^  as  SucceJJors  to  the 
Apoftles,  may  miniftcr  them,  or  that  if  any 
Others  do    it,  they  are   invalid,   and  of  no  effect 
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whatfoever.  But  we  anfwer,  that  an  otnlffwn  hi 
this  cafe  does  a?nount  to  a  prohibition.  For  where- 
ever  a  ccrnmiilion  is  necefTary  to  authorize  an 
a^t,  whofoever  is  left  cut  of  the  commifTionj  is 
unauthorized,  and  therefore  cannot  perform  that 
acft  fo  as  to  make  it  valid. — I  never  could 
underftand  that  a  prince  when  he  granted  a 
commiiTion  to  levy,  or  any  other  commilfion 
v/hatfoever,  did  exprefsly  or  in  dire£l  terms  for- 
bid any  other  to  do  what  he  authorized  thofe 
to  ^o  Vv'hom  he  did  commifHon.  For  a  com- 
milfion is  •  alv/ays  given  to  authorize  a  rnan  to 
do  that,  which  without  fuch  commifTion  neither 
he  nor  any  one  elfe  has  otherwife  a  right  to  do, 
•~  There  was  therefore  no  occafion  for  our 
Saviour  to  prohibit  others  from  adminirtering  his 
facraments,  fmce  the  authorizing  fome  and  not 
others  was  itfelf  in  the  nature  of  the  thing  as 
full  a  prohibition,  as  if  he  had  forbid  them  to 
do  thefe  things  in  exprefs  words. — Now  the  pro- 
mifes  of.  God  with  relation  to  the  facraments,  at 
leaft  to  the  facrament  of  haptifm^  are  not  made 
to  the  a6t  itfelf,  but  to  the  perfons  by  wliom 
that  facrament  is  ordered  to  be  adminiilered. 
For  Chrift  does  not  fay,  I  am  with  the  act  of 
baptizing,  or  wadiing  in  the  name  of  the  Father, 
hz.  —  But  he  fays,  Lo^  I  am  with  you  ahvay^ 
zvith  YOU  ??iy  Jpojiles^  zvith  you  who?n  I  have 
commijfioned  to  minijler  haptifm^  and  with  YOUR 
Succeflbrs  to  the  end  of  the  world.  The  pro- 
mife  being  therefore  not  made  to  the  bare  bap- 
tifm   or   wafliing  with  water,  but  to  the  Apoitles 

and 
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and  their  SuccefTors,  who   were  commlfTioned   to 
minifter  that  facrament,  thofe  that  are   not  bap- 
tized by  perfons   fo  commiflioned,  have  no   pro- 
mife    to   depend   upon,    that   they   have   received 
Chrift's   baptifm;    and  therefore   for   any   to   be- 
lieve -that  they  have  received  it,  is   not  faith  but 
pnfumption^  and  being  not  of  faith  St.  Paul  tells  us 
it  is  fm.     It   is  fin  in  the   perfon  who   pretend^ 
to    adminifler     it,    for    he    takes    u|X)n    him    an 
office   unto   which   God  has  not   called   him,    he 
a^ls   without  authority,   and   prefumptuouily   fup- 
pofes   God  will  ratify   that  which   he  has    given 
him  no  commiffion  to  do :   it  is   alfo  fvi  in  the 
perfon    who    receives    it     from    one    whom    he 
knows  to   have    no    commiiTion   to   give    it,   for 
he  alfo  is  prefumptuous,    and   expects  a   blefling 
where  God  has  made  no  promife  of  any.  —  Any 
pretended    baptifm    therefore    miniftered  by   fucli 
as  have  no  commiffion,   is  deftitute  of  this  pro- 
mife,   and  being   fo,    is  of  no  effect  or   validity, 
for  it   is  not    ChrijVs  .  haptifyn^    but  a  baptifm    of 
human  invention  *." 

§  22.  The  attentive  reader  will  eafily  obferve, 
that  Dr.  Brett,  when  he  wrote  the  above, 
was  on  his  road  to  Ro?ne\  taking,  however,  po^ 
fttive  precepts^  which  always  imply  their  negative, 
for  his  guide.  And  had  he  compleated  his 
journey,  he  and  his  principles  would  have  met 
with  the  moft  cordial  welcome.  For  by  fuch 
principles  the  papal  chair  is  fupported,  and  the 
whole  ftiudure   of  the  holy  catholic   church  can 

boart 

•  Ibid.  §  9.  15 — z8. 
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boafl:  of  a  ilmilar  foundation.  *'  Yes,  whether 
it  be  an  aflembly  of  preibyters,  or  a  council  of 
prelates ;  whether  it  be  the  injunction  of  a  pope, 
or  the  mandate  of  a  prince,  by  which  the  in- 
ventions of  men  are  incorporated  with  the  ap- 
pointments of  God  J  they  admit  of  the  fame  kind 
of  defence."  How  Mr.  B.  would  anfwer  the 
above  pretended  apoftolical  fucceflion,  I  will  not 
take  upon  me  to  determine;  but  for  my  own 
part,  fmce  my  Maker  and  Judge  has  given  me 
eyes  to  fee  and  ears  to  hear,  I  would  attend  to 
what  the  Spirit  of  truth  faith  unto  the  churches; 
I  would  diligently  and  with  diffidence  fearch 
my  bible,  and  efpecially  thofe  parts  that  feem 
more  immediately  to  refer  to  thefe  matters ;  feek 
light  and  dire6lion  from  the  Father  of  lights, 
who  liberally  imparts  wifdom,  and  prudence  pro- 
fitable to  direil;  I  would  examine,  reafon,  mo- 
ralize^ analogize^  and  ufe  ALL  the  means  and 
methods  which  a  gracious  God  has  furni(hed 
me  with;  and,  finally,  I  would  (hew  that  the 
Doctor's  foundation,  notwithftanding  his  appeal 
upon  every  turn  to  pofitive  appointment  and  apo- 
lloUc  practice,  is  contrary  to  the  genius  of  the  gofpei 
difpenfation,  and  reducible  to  manifold  ahfurdities^ 
which  can  never  be  a  part   of  the   divine  will. 

§  23.  (3)  But  fuppofing,  for  argument'  fake, 
thefe  gentlemen  could  extricate  themfelves  from 
the  above  entangling  difficulty;  it  would  prove 
but  a  temporary  relief,  for  another  ftili  greater 
awaits  them.  I  aiTert,  therefore,  in  the  next 
place,  That  it  is  impoffible,  on  their  own  avowed 

prin- 
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principles,  whereby  they  difcard  trom  their  fyftem 
all  ufe  of  moral  confiderations,  inference  and 
analogy,  to  determine  in  pradtice  who  is  a  pro- 
per fuhjeSi  of  baptifm  among  adults  and  who  is 
not;  and  if  fo,  are  not  only  Uahle  to  commit 
fm  inftead  of  performing  duty,  but  as  often  as 
they  perform  the  adion  of  baptifm  they  inevita^ 
hly   plunge  themfelves  into   fm. 

Let  us  not  lofe  fight  of  that  "  divine  law," 
where,  if  at  all^  we  may  expe6l  precifion  with 
refpect  to  the  qualifications  of  the  fubjedt.  G^  — 
TEACH  —  baptize^^ — As  "this  inftrudive  text, 
fays  Mr.  B.  is  the  firft  appointment  of  baptifm 
for  the  ufe  of  the  gentiles^  and  as  it  is  the  law 
of  adminiftration  to  the  end  of  time,  fo  it  can- 
not but  require  the  moft  fubmiflive  regard.  For 
Jefus  Chrift,  on  this  occafion,  exprefsly  claims 
all  authority  in  heaven  and  on  earth.  He  plainly 
appears  as  King  of  Zion,  and  Sovereign  of  the 
world.  His  language,  here,  is  not  a  mere  allu- 
fton  to  baptifm, — 'J^ut  it  is  the  inflitution  of  that 
ordinance,  it  is  divine  i.aw;  and  therefore  the 
expreflions  contained  in  it,  muft  be  undenlood  in 
their  natural  and  obvious  meaning,  except  any  ahfur- 
dity  would  follow  fuch  a  conftrUiStion  of  the  facred 
ftatute.  —  As  to  any  abfurdity  following  upon  it, 
our  opponents  pretend  none,  but  what  implies 
a  begging  of  the  queftion  difputed*." — Over- 
looking a  great  piece  of  inconfiftency  obferva- 
ble  in  the  above  paragraph,  where  it  is  faid 
that  "  this  text  is  the  firfl  appointment  of  baptifxn, 

fir 
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for    the    life    of    the   Gentiles^''    implying    that  it 
was   before     appointed  for    the     ufe    of    the    fewSy 
whicli  is   the    real   fa^St;    tho*  that/r/?  infitutton 
is  not   mentioned    in  the    evangelic  hiflory:    and 
where   it  is    alfo  faid,  "  that  this  is  not   a  mere 
allufion  to  baptifm,  but  is  the  inJlituUon  .of  that  or- 
dinance;"  which,  if  it  has  any  determinate  mean- 
ing, muft  imply,  by   the  oppofition  intended,  that 
it  was  not  before  iriflituted^  which  involves   a  con- 
tradiction.    It   was  not   a  mere  allufion,  but  the 
injVitution    itfelf    of   what    was    before     inftituted, 
Pafling    by    this,    what,    pray,    is    that  difputed 
queftion     which    the     Piedobaptifts     beg    at     the 
hands    of  their    brethren  ?     Is   it   the  favour    of 
difputing    about    the   qualifications  of  fubjeds   on 
moral  grounds?  They  have  no  need  to  leg  that; 
it  is  their    native  rights  as   the  preceding  pages, 
I   prefume,  do    evince;  and  as  the  following  will 
further  eflablilh.     Or   is  it   that  the  natural  and 
primary  fignification  of  the  greek  term,  /xaOrjTsy^aTs, 
is   to  difciple  rather  than  to  teach?    At  prefent  I 
only    obferve,    that,   whatever    advantage    would 
accrue    to    the  caufe   for  which  I    am  pleading, 
from   fuch   a  grant    in    its   favour,    Mr.    B,  and 
his  friends  will  be  no  great  gainers   by  a  peace- 
ful   pojjejfion    of    what    they    fo    highly   efleern. 
My  prefent  argument  does  not  require  a  profefled 
examination  of  the  above  queflion,  and  therefore 
let   it  be  now  fuppofed  that  the  word   is  properly 
rendered,    teach,     i   will    alfo  grant   that    Mr. 
B.  is  in  the  propereft  fenfe  a  qualified  perfon  to 
execute  Chrift's  commiflion,  as  properly  quaiiiied 

as- 
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as  thofe  to  whom  the  commiiTion  was  originally 
given.  After  all,  I  infift  it  is  not  in  his  power 
to  perform  his  appointed  work,  to  teach  in  or- 
der to  baptifm,  but  by  the  aids  of  moral  and 
analogical  reafoning.  AVithout  this  he  will  be 
at  a  lofs  about  the  kind  and  the  degree  of 
teaching.  Tlie  word  teach  is  vague  and  inde- 
terminate, becaufe  it  is  not  only  of  various 
kinds,  about  which  however  we  will  fuppofe  no 
mifunderftanding,  but  admits  of  endlefs  degrees* 
How  much  teaching  is  fufficient  ?  The  qualification 
of  the  taught  is  by  no  means  to  be  meafured 
by  the  time,  the  pains,  or  the  abilities  employed 
by  the  teacher.  Some  are  ever  learning  without 
ever  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth  j  and 
few  gofpel  teachers  but  have  occafion  to  make 
the  mournful  obfervation.  No  given  degree  what- 
ever of  fkill,  of  faithfulnefs,  or  of  laborious  di- 
ligence in  the  difcharge  of  his  high  comiijiirion, 
can  enable  a  teacher  to  decide  who  is  fit  for 
baptifm  and  who  is  not.  Were  a  teacher  to 
come  to  this  determination,  that  each  catechumen 
fhould  be  fufficiently  qualified  when  able  to  recite 
the  Lord's  prayer,  the  ten  commandments,  and 
a  certain  fhort  creed ;  all  this,  and  much  more, 
may  be  taught  a  perfon,  while  he  has  not  a 
grain  of  religion ;  nay,  continuing  openly  -  irre- 
ligious. And  fhould  juch  be  baptized?  Befides, 
by  what  authority  could  he  fix  upon  fuch  a 
flandard  ?  The  object  and  the  end  of  this  teach- 
ing, then,  is  the  moral  improvement  of  the  in- 
(Irui^cd,   of  which    the   teacher  is  the  appointed 

judge. 
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judge  f.  But  what  pofitlve  precept  or  example 
can  enable  him  to  do  this?  Pojitive  inflitutions 
are  of  an  external  nature,  as  before  fliewn,  (§  6.) 
and  are  perfe6):ly  diftinit  in  their  nature  from 
all  moral  confiderations. 

§  24.  Mr.  B.  very  frequently  refers  us  to  the 
Mofaic  ritual  as  of  a  fimilar  nature  with  bap- 
tifm:  or,  in  Other  words,  finds  an  analogy  be- 
tween baptifm  and  thofe  antiquated  rites,  to 
which  he  is  fond  of  referring  us.  And  on  a  cer- 
tain occafiOM,  when  fpeaking  of  the  fignification 
of  terms,  he  throws  down  the  gauntlet  ^  and, 
feeling  the  ground  on  vjhich  he  treads^  exclaims, 
"  We  may  fafely  challenge  our  oppofers  to  pro- 
duce an  inftance  of  this  kind  out  of  the  Mofaic 
ritual*."  Before  we  accept  the  challenge,  1 
w^ould  fain  learn,  upon  what  principle  A^r.  B. 
draws  a  comparifon  between  baptifm  and  the 
Jewifh  ceremonies  ?  How  the  law  ^that  enads  the 
former,  ought  to  have  any  thing  in  it  analogous 
to  thofe  inforcing  the  latter?  It  feems  he  makes 
it  requiftte  that  there  fhould  be  an  analogy  be- 
tween thefe  lawsi  "  the  whole  being  of  which,  and 
all  their  legitimate  connections,  depend  on  the 
fovereign  pleafure  of  God  J." 

But,    inftead   of  acceding    to    this  propofal  of 

producing  an  inftance    out  of  the  Mofaic   ritual' 

enjoined  in   a    manner  fimilar  to  what  we   con- 

K  '        ceive 

+  «  AJmiflion  to  baptiTm  lies  JJely  in  the  breaft  cf  the  Advu- 
nljlrator^  who  is  the  C7;Iy  judge  of  -qualifkatiors  for  it,  and  has 
the  foU poivir  of  receiving  to  it,  and  of  rejecting  from  it."  Gul'^ 
Body  of  Divinity,  Vol.  III.  B.  HI.  Chap.  1. 
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ccive  the  latter  to  be;  I  beg  leave  to  demand 
ONE  INSTANCE  out  of  all  the  numerous 
precepts,  which  Mr.  B.  calls  pofitive,  delivered 
by  Mofes  to  the  chofen  tribes,  that  required 
ill  the  fubjefl  a  difcriminating  moral  qualificaUonf 
An  inftitution  merely  pofitive^  in  regard  to  the 
fi:bje6l,  necefiarily  requires  diftinguifhing  marks  in 
him_  of  an  external  nature;  a  diflinclion  that  is 
fenfible,  circumrtantial,  not  liable  to  mifconftruc- 
tions,  and,  in  a  word,  infallibly  charatSberized ; 
otherwife,  the  choice  of  the  fubject,  to  whom  the 
rite  is  to  be  applied,  depends  not  upon  pofitlve 
rules,  but  prudential  maxims,  and  moral  confider- 
ations.  Hence  we  may  obferve,  that  thofie  rites 
were  awfully  guarded  with  temporal  vifible  penal 
Jancllons^  which  baptifm  is  not.  He  that  believeth 
and  IS  baptized Jhall  be  favedy  but  he  that  BELIEVETH 
NOT,  or  reje6ls  the  Redeemer  and  his  falvation, 
Jhall  be  DAMNED.  The  negledt  of  baptifm,  in 
proportion  as  it  is  a  duty,  is  finful;  but  it  is 
guarded  with  no  penal  fandion.  There  appears 
another  important  reafon  why  the  Mofaic  ritual 
was  connected  with  external  characters,  as  dif- 
tjnguiilied  from  moral  ones,  and  alfo  their  being 
guarded  by  penal  threats,  and  that  is,  their  being 
typical  of  future  bleffings  under  the  Mefliah;  but 
no  gofpel  ordinance,  {IriClly  fpeaking,  is  a  type. 
—  On  the  whole,  then,  we  may  obferve  this 
remarkable  difference  between  the  inftitutions  of 
the  Old  Teilament  and  thofe  of  the  New;  the 
former  referred,  for  inflance,  to  perfons  of  fuch 
a  fe:<  and  age^  as   circumcifion ;  to  perfons   who 

had 
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had  certain  marks  on  their  bodies,  as  the  cure 
of  the  leprofy;  to  perfons  who  touched  any  thing 
declared  to  be  unclean;  to  perfons  who  uttered 
certain  words,  as  the  blafphemer;  to  perfons  who 
committed  certain  a5ilons^  as  the  manilayer;  &-c. 
—but  the  latter  refer  to  ??iQral  qualities,  to  cer- 
tain difpofiions  of  mind,  to  perfons  in  fuch  cir- 
cumftances  as  are  anfwerable  to  the  end  and  de- 
fign  of  the  inftitutions,  according  to  the  judgment- 
of  the  Adminiftrator.  Mr.  B/s  reafoning,  there- 
fore, is  of  no  force  when  he  argues,  that  becaufe 
the  terms  of  the  Mofaic  ritual  left  nothing  to 
be  inferred^  refpecting  the  qualifications  of  the 
fubjcSI^  therefore  the  fame  murt  hold  in  baptifm; 
and  his  challenge  is  impertinent.  To  difcard  moral 
grounds  from  this  controverfy,  leads  to  this  ab- 
furdity,  for  it  is  the  fame  as  to  fay,  that  ChrifV 
gave  a  command  to  his  minifters,  in  executing 
which,  no  reafoning  or  inference  is  at  all  necef- 
fary,  and  yet  without  this  they  are  liable  to  per- 
petual miftakes.  It  is  like  a  fovereign  giving 
liis  reprefentative  a  difretionary  commifRon  to 
treat  with  a  foreign  power,  but  every  word  of 
the  treaty,  he  is  told,  is  written  and  unalterably 
fixed^  and  muft  be  taken  in  its  ftri^left  mean- 
ing. Which  is  the  fame  as  to  fay.  The  nature  of 
your  commilTion  neceffarily  requires  fome  liberty 
and  latitude,  fome  difcretionary  power  of  de- 
termining certain  points,  which  cannot  polTibly 
be  included  in  thefe  rules  and  this  treaty,  and 
yet  you  mufi:  not  recede  a  hair^s  breadth  from 
the  particulars  therein  contained. 

E  2  §  25. 
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§  25.  If  it  be  objected,  (what  indeed  feems  to 
me  to  be   the  only  objeiStion   of  any  plaufibility 
that  can  be  urged)    "  that   tho'    our  Lord    has 
drawn   no    line   in  the    command  to    determine 
what    degree    of  inftmclion  13  neceffary,    yet  ac- 
cording to  the  letter  of  the  command    fome   de- 
gree is  requifltei"     To  this  I  reply,    that    teach- 
ings in  the  prefent  cafe,  is  of  no  further  ufe  than 
^  a  rnean  to  a  moral  end.     Its  o}2ly  ufe  feems  to  be 
to  difcover,  produce,   or  promote   a  ynoral  qualifi- 
cation.     This    is  evident  when  we   confider  that 
if  this  important  end  is  attained,  the  other  is   of 
courfe  fuperfeded;    for    whether   the  fubjedl,    on 
our    opponents'    principle,    has    been    taught    by 
another,    or  has  profited,    in   a    folitary  way,    by 
prayer  and  reading,  &c.  as  a  pre-requifite  quali- 
fication, is  quite  immaterial.     The  fubject  has  al- 
ready attained  to  what  is  a  neceffary  qualification, 
in  the  Antipaedobaptift  fenfe,  and  therefore  teach- 
ing for  that  end  is   unneceflary.     Which   fuffici- 
ently  fliews  the  weaknefs  and  futility  of  forming 
an  abfolute   and  indifpenfible   connexion   between 
teachhig  and  baptizing.     The  objection,  therefore, 
is  of  no   force,   but  on   fuppofition    that  human 
teaching  is  a  neceffary  mean,   without  whicli  there 
can  be  no   moral  qualification,  which  is  contrary 
to    facli   for  it    is   demonfirable   from    the    con- 
ceffions  of  our  opponents,  that  many  of  the  hu- 
man race   are '  a£iually  in   poffeffion   of  that   end, 
to  attain  which  is   the  fole   ufe   of  the  teaching 
intended,   who   yet  are   not  beholden  to   its   aid. 
Nor  can  it  be  denied,  that  there  are  other  means 
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of  information  hefide  what  arife  from  the  cir- 
cumftance  of  teaching,  whereby  we  may  con- 
clude with  fiifficient  certainty,  tl>at  is,  with  a 
certainty  equal  to  what  teaching  can  afford  us, 
or  equal  to  any  profejjion  whatever,  that  certain 
perfons  are  in  the  Jlate  of  which  a  profeflion,  as 
the  efFe6t  of  teaching,  is  only  an  indication; 
except  it  be  maintained  that  profeiTion  is  an 
infallible  fign,  which   is    abfurd. 

But  fliould  any  one  ftill  infifl:,  that  a  com- 
petent knowledge  of  chriftian  principles,  and  a 
credible  profeiTion  are  necefTary ;  I  afk,  what  is  the 
ftandard  of  this  competency  or  credibility  ?  What 
pofitive  rule  can  anfwer  this  purpofe  ?  And  again, 
I  afk,  necejfary  for  zvhat?  If  the  reply  be,  to  an- 
fwer  the  nature  and  defign  of  the  inftitution— 
it  is  evident  this  is  only  begging  the  queftion, 
as  I  fhall  fully  fliev/  in  the  next  chapter;  where 
I  hope  alfo  to  demonftrate,  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  nature  and  defign  of  baptifm,  but  is  e- 
qually  applicable  to  the  infant  child  of  a  believer 
as  to  himfelf,  however  eminent  he  may  be  in 
faith  and  piety.  Upon  the  whole  it  appears, 
that  teaching  cannot  be  any  way  an  effential 
qualification  for  baptifm,  and  therefore  is  re- 
quired in   certain  circwn/lances   only. 

§  26.  From  what  has  been  faid  it  follows, 
that  our  opponents,  if  they  adl  upon  their  avowed 
principles,  are  not  only  liable  to  commit  fm  by 
baptizing  an  unqualified  perfon,  but  do  inevitably 
commit  fin,  by  renouncing  and  deferting  the 
real  and  only  guide  left  to  conduct  us  in  the 
E  3  path 
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path  of  duty.  To  baptize  the  inJIruSIed  would 
be  no  duty,  without  attending  to  the  moral  cir- 
oumflances  of  the  inflrudion;  and  to  perform 
wliat  is  7naterially  right  without  an  adequate 
rule,  is  morally  an  evil,  or  finful.  It  is  the  ob- 
fervance  of  the  defign  and  reafon,  the  moral 
purpofes  of  the  command,  as  it  refers  to  teach- 
ing, and  not  the  mere  letter  of  it,  that  conili- 
tutes  a  teacher's  duty.  For  of  two  miniflers, 
keeping  to  the  letter  of  the  precept,  in  a  manner 
equally  flridl,  one  may  be  performing  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Lawgiver,  and  the  other  committing 
a  fin.  The  ofHce  of  teaching,  therefore,  is  a 
difcretionary  office,  to  be  meafured  by  the  moral 
defign  of  tlie  inftitution  to  which  it  refers.  How 
abfurd  to  argue  thus:  Omai  the  favage  is  taught 
•—the  Patcrnojler — the  ten  commandments — the 
apofdes'  creed — ^ therefore  he  fliould  be  baptized  i 
however  deftitute  of  chriflian  virtue  and  rehgion. 
Yet,  on  the  principle  I  am  oppofmg,  this  mull 
be  good  logic- — Now,  if  we  ought  to  rcjeol  fome 
candidates  for  baptifm  who  yet  are  taught,  be- 
caufe  not  in  a  ftate  that  feems  to  comport  with 
the.  defign  of  the  iniflitution ;  we  are  at  liberty, 
for  the  fame  reafon,  to  admit  others  who  ap- 
pear in  a  condition  fuited  to  that  defign,  tho*^ 
not  taught,  if  upon  inquiry  any  fuch  (liould  be 
found.  Whether  infants  be  of  that  number,  will 
bie  confidcred   in  its  proper   place. 

§  27.  (4)  What  innumerable  other  abfurdi- 
ties  would  follow  from  that  mode  of  interpreting 
Xcripture  which  Mr.    B.    contends  for,   even    in 
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reference  to  the  very  commiflion  in  quedlon! 
For  inftance,  Wliofoever  believeth  and  is  baptized, 
fnall  be  favcd;  Simon  the  forcerer  believed  and 
was  baptized  j  therefore  he  is  faved.  He  tliat 
believeth  not  (hall  be  damned ;  infants  believe 
not;  tliercfore  (horrihile  dlSlu!)  they  iiiall  be 
damned.  And  thefe  ftgns  (liall  follov/  them  that 
believe: "in  my  name  they  (hall  caft  out  devils; 
they  fhall  fpeak  with  new  tongues ;  they  (hall  - 
take  up  ferpents;  and  if  they  drink  any  deadly 
thing,  it  fliall  not  hurt  them;  they  (liall  lay 
hands  on  the  fick,  and  they  fiiall  recover :  but 
thefe  figns  have  not  followed  for  many  ages  back; 
therefore,  during  all  that  time,  none  have  be- 
lieved. Or,  on  the  other  hand,  many  have 
believed  without  thefe  figns  following;  therefore, 
Chrill  is  not  true  to  his  w^ord.  —  Again,  Jefu5 
fpake  nothing  but  in  parables ;  but  he  fpake  the 
commilTion  to  preach  the  gofpel  and  to  baptize; 
therefore  this  commiflion  is  a  parable.  The  com- 
mand is  not  only  teach  all  nations^  but  preach 
the  gofpel  to  every  creature  \  (the  latter  being  lad 
written  explaining  the  former;)  but  four-footed 
beafts,  fowls,  and  fiflies,  &c.  are  creatures ;  there- 
fore it  behoved  the  difciples  to  preach  to  thefe. 
Again,  Paul  was  not  fent  to  baptize,  but  to 
preach  the  gofpel;  but  he  baptized  Crifpus  and 
Gaiusy  and  the  houfhoM  of  Stephamis-,  therefore 
he  did  that  which  he  was  not  fent  to  do,  or 
ailed  contrary  to  his  commiflion,  and  was  blame- 
worthy in  baptizing  them.  How  can  fuch  a 
E  4  ridicii- 


8o  0/  Pofitive  Injiitutiom  Ch.  T, 

ridiculous  mode  of  reafoning  be  confuted  with- 
out inferential  reafoning? 

§  28.  Will  any  fay,  that  there  is  no  danger 
of  running  into  fuch  ridiculous  inconfiftencies ; 
that  a  very  moderate  fhare  of  common  fenfe,  a 
-little  fober  reafcn,  a  fmall  attention  to  the  fcope 
of  a  pafTage,  and  the  analogy  of  faith,  would  prove 
a  fufficient  barrier  againft  the  apprehended  dan- 
ger? Very  truej  this  is  all  we  defire.  But  this 
is  the  very  barrier  which  the  Antipsedobaptifts 
would  fain  demolifh.  When  Dr.  S.  profefTedly 
inquires  by  what  kind  of  proof  we  are  to  be 
determined  in  this  controverfy,  he  fays,  "  Here 
I  would  cbferve  then,  that  all  pofitive  inflitu- 
tions  depend  folely  upon  the  will  of  the  infti- 
tutor,  and  therefore  in  every  quejlion  relating  to 
them  we  are  to  be  guided  by  his  exprefs  decla- 
rations, or  by  thofe  of  perfons  he  has  duly  au- 
thorized to  fignify  his  will.  —  Now  this  principle 
granted,  I  might  very  properly  be  excufed  confi- 
dering  the  much  greater  part  of  Mr.  A.'s  book, 
which  confiils  of  analogical  reafoning;  —  becaufe 
a  matter  of  this  im.portance  in  its  ow^n  nature 
requires  2CCi  exprefs  pofitive  declaration*."  And 
Mr.  Robinson  is  fo  well  fatisfied  and  pleafed 
with  this  principle,  (however  repugnant  in  its 
genuine  confequences  to  that  freedom  of  inquiry 
which  on  other  occafions  he  profefTes  and  adopts, 
and  for  which  he  is  reprehended  by  Mr.  B.  as 
incoilfiilent  with  himfelff)  that  he  looks  upon 
it  as   a  mofl  formidable  weapon  employed  againft 
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the  Paedobaptifts ;  and  publickly  compliments  his 

reverend  brother,  when  he  fays,  "  Dr.  Stennett 

lias   eiven  the  death  wound  to   Mr.   A 's   ar- 
ts 

guments  for  infant  baptifm  by  this  method  §." 
But  Mr.  R.  need  not  be  informed  that  the 
warhkc  Achilles  was  not  Invulnerable^  any  more 
than  the  vaunting  Goliah.  And  I  am  fully  per- 
fuaded  that  the  merely  pojitive  fyjiem^  whatever 
gigantic  and  formidable  appearance  it  hath  made 
in  the  eyes  of  its  votaries,  and  however  loud 
and  ftrong  its  defiance,  muft  fall  at  the  feet  of 
found  reafon  and  genuine  analogy.  —  Mr.  B.  w^e 
may  be  fure,  is  otherwife  minded  ^  "  This  maxim, 
fays  he,  [of  adhering  to  precepts  and  precedents] 
is  a  firm  barrier  againft  eacroachments  on  the 
government  of  Chrift,  by  princely  domination, 
priefily  pride,  and  popular  unfteadinefs.  It  guards 
the  throne  of  our  afcended  fovereign,  and  fecures 
his  honour  as  legillator  in  his  own  kingdom. 
This  maxim  duly  obferved,  his  difciples  treat, 
with  equal  contempt,  the  mandates  of  a  pope 
and  the  edi6ls  of  a  prince,  the  canons  of  a 
council  and  the  ftatutes  of  a  parliament,  wlien- 
ever  they  prefume  to  appoint  rites  of  divine 
worlhip,  or  to  alter  thofe  which  Chriji  ordained^ 
In  reading  this  paragraph  and  fome  others  of 
the  fame  complexion,  I  could  not  help  fmiling 
at  the  thought,  how  well  it  would  fuit  (?mitatis 
?nutandis)  a  popilli  dodor  in  defending  —  tran^ 
Juhjiantiation !  In  vain  do  Proteftants  wage  war 
againft  this  firft-born  of  abfurdities,  wliile  it  is 
E  5  defended 
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defended  by  fuch  a  firm  harrier.  Entrenched  in 
this  canity  the  catholics  are  fecurej  having  this 
for  their  guards  no  arguments  can  approach  them ; 
planting  in  front  this  pofit'.ve  can'on^  they  defy 
every  afiault.  In  vain  do  we  oppofe  to  their . 
maxim,  common  fenfe,  the  ufe  of  reafon,  moral 
confiderations,  the  alTiftance  of  analogy;  &c.  for 
what  has  all  this  to  do  with  a  pofitive  inflitu- 
tion  ?  "  Let  the  fubje6l  of  inquiry  be  moral  truth, 
*'  or  Dioral  duty,  may  popifli  advocates  reply,  and 
'^  we  admit  inferential  proof  in  as  large  an  ex~ 
"  tent  as  any  of  our  oppofers;  concluding,  that 
"  a  genuine  inference  from  a  moral  principle, 
*'  and  relating  to  things  of  a  moral  nature,  has 
*'  all  the  certainty  of  the  principle  itfelf.  • —  But, 
*^'  when  a  pofitive  duty  is  under  our  notice; — 
'^  the  cafe  is  greatly  altered.  For  the  inquiry 
*'  being  intirely  converfant  about  the  fovereign 
*'  pleafure  of  God,  concerning  an  article  of  hu- 
^'  man  faith  or  duty,  which  abfolutely  depends 
^*  on  a  manifejiation  of  the  divine  will ;  the  na- 
^*  tiire  of  the  cafe  forbids  our  expeding  any 
^'  intelligence  relating  to  it,  except  what  arifes 
"  from  divine  revelation,  precept,  or  fcriptural 
^'  precedent.  Such  is  the  ordinance  of  the  eu- 
"  charifti  fuch  was  the  fyflem  of  ritual  appoint- 
*'  iiients  'in  former  "times ;  ahd  fuch  is  the  myflery 
"of  iranfiilflanUaticn^  "which  is  effcntial  to  the 
'^  afbrefaid  ordinance,  as  it  is  founded  upon  the 
*'■  plain  words  of  injiitution^  This  is  my  body. 
"  Rethinks  they  need  but  be  read,  and  they  mull 
■*'  produce  couvi^ionj  if  takea  in  their  plain  and 
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"  proper  fenfe.  And  that  they  are  to  be  taken 
*'  in  their  proper  itxik^  in  oppofition  to  one  that 
"  is  figurative,  is  apparent  hence,  for  furely  Chrift 
"  would  fpeak  in  the  plahicji  manner  to  his  dif- 
"  ciples,  while  his  language  is  th"e  injlltution  of 
"  that  ordinance;  it  is  divine  law.  And  what 
"  is  very  remarkable,  St.  Paul  received  of  the 
"  Lord  Jefus,  now  afcended  to  glory,  what  lis 
"  was  to  communicate  to  the  churches  as  of 
"  {landing  obligation  till  the  Lord  come,  a  con- 
"  firmation  of  the  inftitution  in  the  felf  fame 
"  v/ords.  This  is  7ny  body,  whereby  the  cavils 
"  of  heretics  are  for  ever  confounded.  'Tis  true, 
"  before  the  confecration  it  was  breads  "but  after 
''  that  it  was  his  body.  And  as  to  any  alfur- 
"  dity  attending  our  interpretation,  none  can 
"  be  pretended  by  thofe  who  admit,  that  the 
*'  Divine  Word  was  made  flesh;  and  ether 
'<•  gofpel  myfteries  equally  remote  from  human 
*^  compreheniion." 

§  29,  Mr.  B.  after  quoting  a  paflage  from 
AiNS worth's  Arrow  againji  Idolatry^  remarks; 
"  By  this  abfi:ra£t  of  the  mafterly  mock  apology 
which  the  famous  Puritan  makes  for  the  conduct 
of  Jeroboam  —  it  appears — that  the  mofl:  deteft- 
able  corruptions  of  ritual  worfhip  admit  of  a 
plaufible  defence,  when  managed  by  perfons  of 
genius,  if  you  do  but  allow  them  the  privilege 
of  arguing  on  general  principles,  as  diftinguilh- 
ed  from  pofitive  laws,  and  on  fuch  pafTages  of 
facred  WTit  as  are  foreign  to  the  fubjecSl:  in  quef- 
tion.  It  certainly  behoves  us,  therefore,  to  be 
E  6  exceed- 
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exceedingly  .careful  of  deferting  pofitlve  law  and 
primitive  example,  when  a  ritual  ordinance  is 
under  confideration ;  feeing  this  apology  for  Jero- 
boam defies  the  art  of  man  to  confute  it,  on 
any  other  ground  *."  What !  cannot  Idolatry^ 
that  fuperlatively  deteftable  fnoral  ev'il^  be  con- 
demned on  Jiioral  grounds?  Would  this  abomi- 
nation, this  fpiritual  whoredom,  this  root  of  all 
evil,  be  an  inmcent  thing,  then,  were  it  not 
pofitively  prohibited  ?  Credat  Judeus.  While  the 
mafterly  pen  of  Ainsworth  defcribes  in  mockery 
the  conduct  of  the  idolatrous  Jeroboam,  on  ge- 
neral  grounds;  tlie  learned  and  eloquent  pens  of 
a  numerous  train  of  Romifh  do6lors  vindicate  m 
earneji  the  do£i:rine  of  traijfubftantiation  on  posi- 
tive ground;  and  I  may  with  the  greateft  pro- 
priety add,  "  their  apology  defies  tlie  art  of  man 
to  confute  it,"  without  the  aids  of  inferential 
and  moral  reafoning ;  and  that  in  the  cafe  of  an 
inftitution  confejfedly  pofitlve, 

A  CERTAIN  anonymous  writer,  v/ho  profefTes 
himfelf  an  enemy  to  the  corruptions  of  Popery, 
after  an  appeal  to  antiquity  and  univerfaiity^  to 
early  Father Sy  Councils^  and  Liturgies^  in  evidence 
that  the  pradice  of  the  church  refpe£i:ing  the  eu- 
chariftick  cup^  was  to  offer  wine  mixed  with 
W'ATER,  as  beft  agreeing  with  the  original  injli- 
tutlon ;  and  having  obfervedy  that  tliis  is  not  the 
only  ejjentlal  defe5i  the  church  of  England  is  to 
be  charged  with  in  the  commemoration  of  this 
great  myftery,  writes  to  his  learned  fri'end  as  fol- 
loY/s:    "  Give  me  leave  therefore  to  a(k  you  in 
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what  tolerable  fenfe  we  may  be  faid  to  retain 
this  inftitution  of  our  Lord's,  when  wc  obferve 
neither  the  matter  nor  the  form  of  it  ?  If  it  be 
anfwered,  that  we  do  retain  the  inftitution,  tho- 
maimed  in  fome  parts  of  it;  I  afk  again,  whe- 
ther, in  a  POSITIVE  institution,  every  part  of 
it  be  not  equally  necejfary  to  be  obferved,  efpeci- 
•ally  when  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the 
things  themfelves  which  can  produce  the  effe6ls, 
but  all  the  benefits  we  receive  thereby  are  de- 
rived to  us  upon  account  of  our  exa^  confor- 
mity to  the  will  of  him  that  inflituted  them? 
But  again,  if  eveiy  part  of  a  pofitlve  injVitutioji 
be  equally  neceflary,  where  is  the  power  that  can 
difpenfe  with  our  non-obfei*vance  of  the  forego- 
ing particulars  ?  If  there  be  fuch  a  power,  that 
power  may  difpenfe  with  as  many  more  parti- 
culars, and  fo  on  till  the  whole  be  taken  away, 
and  then  it  will  follow,  that  our  Saviour  injiituted 
fomething  for  a  continual  remembrance  of  his  deaihy 
which  might  lawfully  he  taken  away  before  his  coming 
againJ*'  The  reader  fhould  obferve,  that  the  wri- 
ter of  the  above,  and  the  perfon  addrelTed,  both 
ftood  on  the  merely  pofttive  ground^  and  accord- 
ingly tlie  latter  fo  felt  the  force  of  the  for7ner's 
reafoning  on  their  common  principle,  that  he 
made  the  following  ingenuous  acknov/ledgment : 
*'  To  this  long  objedion  &c,  1  muil  confefs  / 
hnow  not  how  to  return  a  fatisfc5lory  anfwer  f." 
Here  is  a  man  honellly  fubmitting  to  the  flrength 
and  evidence  of  his  own  avowed  principle,  how- 
ever 
•J-  Brett's  Divine  Ritjht,  &c,  Appendix,   p.  189  — 191, 
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ever  repugnant   to  found  analogy  and  the  genuine 
fp'irit  of  the  chriftian  difpenfation. 

§  30.  The  real  fa6t  is,  that  the  path  of  truth 
is  daily  tranfgrelTed  on  either  fide.  Some  leave 
the  line  of  duty  fo  flack  and  entangled,  that  it 
proves  of  little  or  no  ufe  to  guide;  others  drav; 
it  to  fuch  a  pofitlve  tlghtnefs^  that  it  breaks  ;  they 
furely  are  befl  ofr  who  tautioufly  obferve  the 
golden  mean. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  in  the  divine  difpenfa- 
tions,  an  admirable  atialogy  obfervable,  an  analogy 
eftabliflied  and  confirmed  by  uncontefced  faSfs-y 
nor  fhould  we  quit  the  clue  afforded  by  the  for- 
mer, in  theological  as  well  as  philofophical  fub- 
je6i:sj  but  when  obliged  to  do  fo  by  the  latter. 
The  Supreme  Being  obferves  in  the  works  of  cre- 
ation and  providence,  in  the  revolutions  of  flates^ 
the  rife  and  fall  of  empires,  and  the  fucceffive 
difpenfations  of  religion,  refpeftively,  a  wonderful 
proportion 'y  and  who  can  deny  that  a  due  atten- 
tion to  the  fame,  as  explained  by  facls,  eminently 
diftinguifhes  a  wife  politician  from  a  weak  patri- 
ot, or  a  judicious  chriilian  from  an  enthufiaftick 
bigot.  Among  the  extravagancies  of  the  latter, 
of  which  the  chrifiian  \vorld  furnifhes  too  many 
inftances,  not  a  few  are  ei^ablifhed  and  fupported 
by  the  pretended  aids  of  analogical  reafoning, 
while  others  are  beholden  to  the  abufed  patro- 
nage of  pofitive  laws.  Eut  the  real  parent  of  the 
former  is  not  fober  and  jufl  analogy^  but  rather 
a  kind  of  anomaly -y  and  that  of  the  ktter  ancjny 
of  lawlefs  breed. 
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§  31.  (i)  Before  I  clofe  this  part  of  my  Tub- 
jeci:,  I  fliall  take  notice  of  fome  ohje^hns  that 
may  be  miade,  bcHde  thofe  already  anticipated,  to 
what  has  been  delivered  in  the  preceding  pages, 
whether  in  itfelf  or  in  its  confequences.  And, 
firft,  it  may  be  objected,  "  If  the  preceding 
account  be  true,  that  baptifm  is  not  an  inftitu- 
tion  inerely  pofdive^  as  much  fo  as  any  enadted 
under  the  Mofaic  difpenfation,  then  the  prefent 
oeconomy  hath  no  inftitutions  at  all  of  that 
kind."     This   objection  fuppofes,. 

I.  That  precepts  of  a  pofitive  nature  under 
the  Mofaic  difpenfation^  were  abfolutely  fo  in  all 
their  circumflances ;  fo  as  not  to  leave  any  thing 
to  be  inferred  by  the  perfon  or  perfons  concerned, 
in  the  difcharge  of  the  duty  enjoined.  —  But  if 
thefe  things  w^ere  fo,  if  the  Jewifli  ritual  Vvas  fa 
cxprefs  as  to  leave  nothing  to  be  determined  by 
inference,  one  might  well  wonder  whence  could 
fpring  fo  many  Targums  and  Tahnuds^  fo  many 
voluminous  works  intended  to  explain  and  illuf- 
trate  the  various  circumitances  attending  the  per- 
formance of  thefe  pofitive  duties  am.cng  others » 
Are  not  thefe  unprejcrlhed  clrruniftances  of  ritual 
Worfhip,  and  other  pofitive  injunctions,  what  in 
a  great  degree  fvvell  the  interpretations  of  the 
Rabbins? — The  truth  is,  that  there  were  many 
precepts  under  the  Jewifh  ceconomy  pofitive  in  a 
cDnfiderable  degree^  relative  to  the  fuhjecl  as  well 
as  the  mode  of  an  infiitute,  and  refpe(SI:ing  the 
former,  it  was  fometimes  particularly  fcrupulous,. 
for  reafons  already  aBgned  {%2\.)\  but  it  does 

not 
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not  follow  that  any  'One  of  thefe  were  fo  ftrMy 
pofitive,  as  not  to  take  fome  things  for  granted 
refpeding  the  circumftances  of  the  duty,  fuch  as 
national  cuftom,  the  common  dictates  of  fenfe 
and  reafon,  traditionary  knowledge,  the  general 
principles  of  the  law  of  nature,  &c.  And  it 
fhould  not  be  forgotten,  that  the  adminiilratior 
of  the  Jewish  rites  had  the  fubie6i:s  diflinguifhed 
and  characSterized  in  a  fc?ifible  manner^  which  qua- 
lification was  to  be  determined  by  the  fame  fort 
of  evidence  as  any  fa62s  in  common  lifej  but 
the  adminiftrator  of  the  Chriftian  rites  has  no 
fuch  grounds  to  proceed  on ;  his  commiffion  is 
of  a  difcretlonary  nature,  ariling  from  the  nature 
and  defign  of  the  inftitutions  themfelves,  as 
before  Hiewn   (§  23.) 

2.  The  objedlion  again  fuppofes,  that  there  is 
fome  excellency  in  an  inftitution  being  merely . 
and  abfolutely  pofitive,  more  than  in  one  of  a 
mixed  nature.  But  this  fuppofition  is  vain  and 
erroneous.  For  what  conceivable  fuperior  excel- 
lency can  there  be  in  any  precept  or  duty  on 
account  of  its  pofitlvenefs  ?  Were  there  any  force 
in  the  objection,  it  would  imply  that  the  Chrif- 
tian difpenfation  is  kfs  excellent  than  the  Mofaic; 
as  having  fewer  pofitive  rites,  and  their  proportion 
of  pofitivenefs  being  alfo  fmaller.  And  it  would 
alfo  imply,  that  the  reafonable  duties  of  prayer 
and  praife,  as  founded  on  the  law  of  nature,  as 
well  as  more  fully  enjoined  by  revelation,  were 
h'fs  excelhtt  than  baptifm  and  the  Lord's  fupper; 
and    it   would    follow,    that   the    fervices  of  the 

church 
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church  triumphant  are  in  their  own  nature  lefs 
excellent  than  thofe  of  the  church  militant  j  which 
are  confequences  from  the  force  of  the  objecStiorx 
equally  genuine  and  abfurd.  Our  Lord's  anfwcr 
refpeCcing  the  firft  and  great  commandment,  fliews 
at  once  that  what  is  the  moft  irnportant  duty,  is 
ajfo  the  moft  natural^  and  therefore  the  moft  re- 
mote from  what  is  merely  pofitive;  and  that  is 
the  love  of  God,  This  matter  has  been  fully 
fliewn  before.  (§  .  ,■  )  In  one  word,  the  fpirit 
cf  the  objection  is  truly  pharifaic. 

§  32.  (2)  Some  may  perhaps  objedt,  "  that 
this  has  been  always  admitted  as  true,  that  bap- 
tifm  and  the  Lord's  fupper  are  pofitive  inftitu- 
tions  of  the  New  Teftamentj  and  that  many 
P^dobaptifts  have  availed  themfelves  of  this  fort, 
in  afcertaining  the  nature  and  enforcing  the  obli- 
gation of  the  latter,  and  particularly  Bp.  Hoad- 
LY.  And  as  his  Lordfhip's  principle,  in  his 
Plain  Account  of  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Sup^ 
per^  has  been  deemed  unanfwerable,  Mr.  Foot, 
Dr.  Stennett,  and  others,  have  taken  but  the 
fame  method  in  treating  about  baptifm."  To 
this  I  reply. 

That,  as  principles  taken  upon  trufl:,  digni- 
fied titles,  and  lawn  lleeves,  are  light  as  a  fea- 
ther in  the  fcale  of  argument ;  fo,  on  the  other 
hand,  I  am  fatisfied  the  Bilhop  of  Winchefter's 
pofitions,  taken  in  a  found  fenfe,  nay,  the  only 
confiftent  krd^  in  which  they  can  be  taken,  are 
evidently  true  and  important.  The  fum  is  this; 
"  That  all  pofitive  duties,  or  duties  made  fuch  by 

inftitutioa 
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inilitutlon  alone,  depend  intirely  upon  the  will 
2nd  declaration  of  the  perfon  Vv'ho  inflitutes  or 
ordains  them,  with  rcipecl  to  the  real  defign 
and  end  of  them,  and  confcquently,  to  the  due 
manner  of  performing  them."  This  is  flri£lly 
true,  in  the  degree  that  any  duties-  are  pofiilvc^  but 
no  further.  And  to  denominate  a  precept  or 
duty  pofu'rue^  tho'  but  partially  fo,  I  have  no 
objection,  for  tlie  fake  of  diftinguifliing-  them 
from  fuch  as  are  merely  moral,  and  evidently 
founded  on  the  reafon  and  nature  of  things.' 
"  Except  we  obferve  this  caution,"  as  Bp.  But- 
ler obrerves_,  "  v/e  fliali  be  in  danger  of  run* 
ning  into  endlefs  confufion." 

§  33-  (3)  It  ^"^^y  ^e  fuid,  "  If  we  refign  this 
maxim,  that  a  pofitive  precept  or  duty  excludes 
all  moral  reafoning,  analogy  and  inference,  we 
open  a  door  to  numberlefs  innovations,  and  de- 
prive ourfelves  of  a  neceiTary  barrier  againft  the 
encroachments  of  popery,  hz.  *"  In  reply  to 
this  fpecious  obje6lion  let  it  be  obferved, 

I.  That  this  maxim,  v/hatever  confidence  our 
opponents  place  in  it,  is  a  very  infiifficient  barrier 
for  the  defence  of  truth,  if  the  objedlion  implies, 
that  it  is  calculated  to  defend  truth  againft  error, 
and  not  error  againft  truth  as  well.  For  it  is 
notorious,  that  there  is  hardly  any  extravagance, 
in  the  whole  compafs  of  the  diftinguiftiing  pecu- 
liarities of  religious  practice,  that  is  not  barrica- 
doed  by  this  very  maxim.  If  Protcjiants  ufe  it 
againft  Papifts,  Papi/fs  in  their  turn  ufe  it  againft 

Proteftaats, 

*  Thus  Mr.  B,  p.  190,   443,  &c. 
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ProteRants.  If  the  .^Aakers  are  purfaed  and  foiled 
when  they  occafionally  quit  this  fort,  they  fooji 
rally  their  controverfial  forces,  and,  entrenching 
themfeh^es  beliind  the  ftrength  of  this  maxim, 
the  warlefs  race  becomes  again  vi^oricus.  Wlience 
pafTive  obedience  and  non-refiflance?  Whence  an 
oppofition  to  all  foroific  fw earing,  in  common  with 
profane  ?  Whence  tlie  Quakers'  nonconformity  to 
what  other  ferlous  chriilians  confider  as  lawful  ? 
Their  peculiar  mode  of  falutation  and  addrefs? 
Their  method  of  condudling  religious  v/orfnip  ? 
The  little  flrefs  they  lay  on  the  obfervance  of 
the  chriflian  Sabbath  ?  &c.  Whence  the  popidi 
abfurd  figment  of  tranfabiiantiation  *,  apoflolical 

fucceiTionf,    extreme   undiionf    &;c.» On    the 

contrary, 

2.  Not  to  diltinguifh  between  the  pofithenefs 
and  morality  af  a  precept,  ordinance  or  duty,  and 
not  to  afcertaln  their  refpeftive  degrees-,  and  to 
deny  that  the  latter  diftind^ion  admits  of  moral 
reafoning,  inference  and  analogy,  open  a  wide- 
door  to  bigotry^  and  numberlefs  glaring  abufes 
of  the  facred  oracles.  By  rejc(5iing  the  analogy 
of  faith  and  the  defign  of  fcripture  herein,  we 
give  the  moft  effedlual  encouragement  to  every 
fenfclefs  intmfion.  And  what  is  flill  more  re- 
markable is,  that  the  more  fi}?nly  any  one  ad- 
heres to  the  undiilinguifl-iing  pofitive  fcheme,  in 
reference  to  any  chriftian  ordinance  whatever, 
tire  more  clofely  will  he  be  allied  to  the  intere/1 
of  genuine  bigotry.  For  it  has  a  direct  ten- 
dency 

*   See  §  28,  t  See§  21, 
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dency  to  make  the  unprefcribed  circumftances  of 
a  pofitive  rite,  ejfential  to  the  rite  itfelf,  and 
confequently  to  make  that  necclTary  and  efTential 
which  the  inftitutor  has  not  made  fo.  How 
far  this  is  applicable  to  the  Antipaedobaptifc's 
caufe,  will  be  further  confidered. — The  do6i:rine 
that  teaches  the  propriety  of  yielding  our  reafon 
to  pofitive  inllitutions  as  fuch^  or  in  the  degree 
they  are  fo,  is  juft  and  proper,  as  founded  on 
the  foverelgn,  abfolute  and  m'anifeft  authority  of 
the  Supreme  Legillator^  and  in  this  view  it  has 
been  of  fmgular  fervice  in  refuting  the  cavils  of 
deiftical  impiety.  But  to  carry  the  principle  any 
further,  tends  to  betray  the  caufe  of  chriftianity 
into  the  hands  of  infidels,  and  to  breed  un- 
hallowed party  zeal  and  uncharitable  animofities 
among  its  fincerefl  profeflbrs.  "  For  who  are 
moil  likely  to  put  weapons  into  the  hands  of  in^ 
fidels;  they,  who  feem  to  difcard  reafon  in  the 
inveftigation  of  truth,  or  they,  whofe  refearches 
are  founded  on  her  mofl:  vigorous  exertions,  and 
moft- rational  decifions? — They,  who  make  fcrip- 
turc  bow  to  their  preconceived  notions,  in  direct 
oppofition  to  the  didlates  of  reafon  and  common 
fenfe,  or  they,  whofe  arguments  are  founded 
on  a  coalition  of  fcripture  and  right  reafon  f-'" 
Once  more, 

3.  The  objedlion,  as  it  Includes  Mr.  B.'s  fa- 
vourite maxim,  and  tends  to  oppofe  the  diflinc- 
tion  above  llated,  involves  a  great  inconfiftence 
with  itfelf.     For  on   what  principle,  except  what 

they 

•f  De  Courcv's  Rejoinder,  p,  252, 
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they  afFe6l:  to    difcard,   do   our  opponents  retain 
Jomc   of  the  pofitive  rites  of  the  New  Teftament 
and   rejj6l   others?    Why  regard  baptijm    and  the 
cuchariji  as  of  (landing  obligation;  while  the  pe- 
dilavium  'zn.^  feajls  of  charity  [\\\q  former  injoined 
exprefsly   by   our  Lord,  and  both  pra6lifed  by  the 
diiciples  of  the  apoftolic  age,    fee  John   xiii.   14, 
15.    I    Tim.  V.   10.    Jude  12.)   are  judged   un- 
worthy of  continuance?  Why   rtctiv t  fe?nales  to 
conin"iutiion,    or  adopt   the  frjl  d<c^6f  the  week 
for  the  chriilian  fabbath?    How  "can   they  juftify 
their  condu6l  in  rhefe  matters,  thefe  circumftances 
o?  pofitive   inftitution^^'  without  undermining  their 
own    avowed   hypotheiis?     With    regard    to    the 
fabbath,  indeed,  the  Antipsdobaptifts  are  divided 
among  themfelves;  while  fome  are  content   with 
the  frfi    day    of   the    v/eek,    others    obferve   the 
feventh.     On  this  point  Dr.  S.  is  very  open  and 
ingenuous;    Mr.   Atdington  appeals  to  an  ob- 
jecting AntipDedobaptift,  "  whether  he    does    not 
think  himfelf  fufliciently  authorized  to  keep   the 
chriftian  fabbath,  tho'   Chriil    has   no  where  faid 
in   fo    many  words,   Ranemher  the  firjl  day   of  the 
%ueek  to   keep  it  holy\\P'*    To  this  the   Dr.  replies, 
*'  There  is,  I   acknowledge,  fome  weight  in  this 
*'  obje£lion:  and  all  I   can  fay  to  it   is,  that  not 
"  having  yet  met  with  any  pufTage   in  the  New 
"  Teflament   that    appears    to    me   to   have    re- 
"  pealed  the    fourth  commandment,  and   to  have 
*'  required    the    obfervation    of    the    firft  day,    I 
^  cannot  think    myfclf  fufficiently  authorized   to 

"  renounce 

.    II  The  ChrlAlan  Miniftei's  Rcafons,  Sec,  p.  143, 
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"  renounce  that,  and  tvO  keep  this  f."  If  the  Doc- 
tor is  profeffedly  an  obferver  of  the  Jev>^ifh  fab- 
bath,  he  is  confident  with  himfelf,  however  dif- 
ferent from  fo  great  a  part  of  the  chriftian  world; 
if  w^,  he  and  his  tenet  are  at  variance;  analogy 
and  inferential  reafoning  have  got  the  better  of 
the  poiitive  fyflem,  which  neverthelefs  mud  not* 
be  refigncd,  for  fear  of  worfc  confequences. 

§  34.  (4)  Another  objedtion  much  infilled 
on  is,  "  If  our  Lord  has  left  any  thing  to  be 
inferred  relative  to  the  juhje^  and  mode  of  bap- 
tifm,  being  a  pofitive  infiitute;  or  if  he  has  not 
delivered  himfelf  exprefly  and  clearly  in  every 
thing,  refpe-fting  the  queftion  who  are  to  be  bap- 
tized, and  the  manner  how,  it  implies  a  re» 
flexion  on  his  vvifdom  and  goodnefs."  But  this 
objection  is  impertinent  on  different  accounts. 
For, 

I.  Its  force  is  derived  from  the  fuppofition 
that  the  Inftitutor  was  fomehow  obliged  to  make 
his  will  known  to  men  by  one  method  only. 
But  is  the  Great  Supreme  under  any  fuch  ob- 
ligations to  his  abfolutely  dependent  creatures? 
What  fliould  we  fay  of  a  philofopher,  who, 
having  to  judge  of  any  important  phenome- 
non in  phyficks,  iliould  quarrel  with  the  author 
of  nature,  becaufe  he  had  not  confined  his 
method  of  information  to  one  fource  only,  to 
the  exclufion  of  all  others?  That  his  evidence, 
for  infiance,  v^as  not  confined  to  the  informa- 
tion   of   fenfe^    to    the    exclufion    of  reafon    and 

analogy  ? 

•j-  An•fv^er  to  A,  p,   177, 
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analogy  f  Or*  v/hat  Hiould  we  fay  of  a  pcrfon, 
who  having  to  decide  on  the  truth  and  reahty 
of  a  miracle,  fhould  impeach  the  wifdom  and 
goodnefs  of  his  Maker,  becaufe  he  did  not  ap- 
peal to  one  fenfe  only  of  his  dependent  and 
unworthy  creatures,  that  oi  feeing^  for  inilance, 
to  the  exclufion  of  that  ol  hearing?  The  anfwer 
is   plain,  and  the   application    eafy. 

2.  The  objection  is  guilty  of  another  im- 
pertinence, nearly  allied  to  the  fonner:  it  un- 
reafonably  requires  pofitive  evidence  for  what  is 
difcoverable  by  other  means.  It  is  demonftrable, 
and  I  think,  has  been  demonftrated,  that  the 
qualifications  of  the  fubje^ls  of  baptifm  (the 
7nQde  alfo  will  be  examined  in  its  place)  is 
what  cannot  poffibly  be  determined  by  any  pofi- 
tive rule  whatever  as  fuch,  but  muft  be  refolved 
to  the  difcretionary  nature  of  the  commdfiion,  or 
the  fuppofed  wifiom  and  prudence  of  the  admi- 
niflrators,  in  common  with  other  parts  of  the 
fame  commifiion,  fuch  as  the  choice  of  an  au^ 
d'lence^  the  choice  of  a  concionatory  fubjeSf^  &c. 
Preach  the  gofpel  to  every  creature^  is  a  part  of 
the  commilfion,  but  the  execution  has  no  pofitive 
rule.  Nor  does  this  commifiion  of  preaching 
the  gofpel  prohibit  preaching  the  la-iv^  for  a  law- 
ful ufe,  or  any  branch  of  natural  religion,  not- 
withftanding  Mr.  B.'s  excluding  fiandard,  that 
"  pofitive  laws  imply  their  negatives."  In  like 
manner,  the  commifiion  to  baptize  believers^  and 
the  taught^ '  we  contend  and  prove,  does  not 
incan  to  include  all  forts  of  believers  and  taught 

pei'fons. 
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perfons,  but  -fuch  of  them  as  the  aJminiftrators 
judge  fit,  according  to  the  rules  of  chriftian  pru- 
dence and  difcretion.  And  we  further  infift,  as 
fliall  be  more  fully  fhewn  hereafter,  that  the 
terms  of  the  commiflion,  believers  and  taught^  fland 
cppofed^  not  to  non-helievers  and  untaught^  but 
to  unbelievers  and  perfons  perversely  ignorant. 
What,  therefore,  falls  necejfarily  to  the  province 
of  inferential  reafoning,  is  impertinently  referred 
to*  a  pofitive  ftandard. 

3.  The  obje6lion  implies  an  ungrateful  re- 
flexion on  the  Inftitutor's  wifdom  and  goodnefs, 
contrary  to  what  it  pretends  to  avoid.  And 
this  it  does,  by  counterading  and  vilifying  thofe 
natural  didates  of  reafon,  prudence  and  com- 
mon fenfe,  that  our  all-wife  and  beneficent 
Creator  has  given  us  —  his  goodnefs^  in  not  fuf- 
pending  their  operations,  but  leaving  them  in 
full  force,  as  to  thefe  circumflances  of  pofitive 
duties  —  his  wifdom^  in  grafting  what  is  pofitive 
of  his  laws  on  thefe  common  principles —  and, 
finally,  the  favourable  circumfiance  of  his  diriii- 
nifhing  the  degree  of  pofitivenefs  in  New  Tefta- 
ment  infi:itutions,  as  well  as  their  number. 

§  35.  Let  us  now  recapitulate  what  has  been 
faid  in  this  chapter.  —  From  an  invefiigation  of 
the  nature  of  pofitive  precepts  and  duties,  as 
difiinguifhed  from  moral  ones,  together  with  their 
comparative  obligations  and  importance,  we  have 
feen,  that,  in  any  cafe  of  fuppofed  competition, 
the  latter  claims  an  undoubted  preference.  We 
have  alfo  fccn,   that   nothing  but   abfolute,  deci- 
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five,  difcernible  authority  can  turn  the  fcale  in 
favour  of  the  former^  or,  indeed,  place  any  law 
or  duty  in  the  rank  of  positive.  Moreover,  it 
has  been  (hewn,  that  every  duty  refulting  from 
any  difcernible  moral  relation^  muft  needs  be 
clafTed  among  moral  duties  \  that  fome  things  ap- 
pertaining to  the  very  ejfence  of  baptifm,  on  our 
opponents'  own  principles,  are  of  moral  confider- 
ationj  particularly  the  qualifications  of  proper 
fubje<Sls;  confequently,  that  baptifm  is  an  or- 
dinance of  a  mixed  nature^  partly  pofitive  and 
partly  moral.  Of  all  which  an  unavoidable 
confequence  is,  that  our  opponents'  outcry  a- 
gainft  all  moral  and  analogical  reafons  in  our  in- 
quiries refpeding  the  fubjedls  and  mode  of 
baptifm,  is  impertinent  and  abfurd,  and  to  a 
demonftration  contradictory  to  their  own  avowed 
principles.  —  The  mod;  material,  I  believe,  of 
the  cbje^ions  that  may  be  urged  againft  my 
principles,  have  been  anfwered.  And  this  I 
can  fmcerely  aver,  that  I  have  not  intentionally 
concealed  one  objection,  that  has  been  or  may 
be  advanced,  on  account  of  any  apprehended 
force  therein.  On  the  contrary,  I  have  pur- 
pofely  and  ftudioully  fought  out  what  appeared 
tp  me  the  moji  forcible.  And  I  am  fatisfied  that 
no  objediiion  can  be  fairly  made,  which  is  not 
capable  of  a  fair  and  full  anfwer,  and  which  will 
not  eventually  contribute  to  illuftrate  and  eftab- 
li(h  what  I  here  contend  for. 

Having   now  fixed    upon    the    fpot,    cleared 
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the  rubbifli,  and  laid  the  foundation,  I  proceed 
to  the  fuperftrudhire^  and  firft  of  all  to  invefti- 
gate  the  Nature  and  Defign  of  the  baptifmal 
rite. 
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CHAP.    II. 

Of  the  Nature  and  Defign  of  baptifm; 
containing  an  account  of  the  fadls,  blef- 
fings,  and  obligations  reprefented  by  it, 
impartially  deduced  from  all  the  paflages 
in  the  New  Teftament  relating  to  it. 

J  I .  The  hejl  method  to  find  the  nature  and  de^ 
fign  of  baptifm,  §  2~7.  (i)  Thofe  pajfages  of 
fcripture  that  fpeak  of  baptifm  in  dire^  terms* 
§  8.  (2)  Thofe  that  are  fuppofed  to  allude  to  this 
ordinance,  §  9.  Jxioms  of  interpretation »  §  10 
—12*  (i)  The  difference  between  the  baptifm  of 
John  and  that  of  Chri/i.  §  13.  (2)  Their 
agreement.  §  14.  The  general  nature  of  bap* 
iifm,  §  15—17-  (l)  The  bUffmgs  exhibited  by  it. 
§  18—21.  (2)  Obligations  refulting  from  it* 
§  22.  General  conclufons;  (i)  baptifm  obliges  t$ 
fome  duties^  and  exhibits  fame  benefits  not  ex-* 
prefsly  mentioned  in  fcripture  \  benefits  and  obli'* 
gations  being  correlates,  §  23 — 35.  (2)  Th^ 
propriety  of  denominating  baptifm  a  feal  of  the 
covenant,  §  36.  And  of  confequence  the  Lord's 
Supper,  §  37.  (3)  The  unworthinefs  of  mini/ler 
or  fubje£i  does  not  nullify  the  ordinance,  §  38, 
(4)  To  renounce  infant  baptifm^  as  fuch^  by  a 
deftre  of  rebaptizing^  militates  againfi  the  very 
F  2  nature 
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nature  and  deftgn  of  the  ordinance.  §  39.  (5) 
It  is  not  necefj'arily  attended  with  fpiritual  com- 
mimic ations,  §  40 — 42.  (6)  The  death ^  hur^aly 
and  refurreSlion  of  Chrift^  not  the  principal  fa^s 
reprefented  by  baptifm, 

^  I.  rir^  HO*  I  have  faid  fo  much  in  vmdi- 
X  cation  of  inferential  proof  and  juft 
analogy,  in  controverfial  debates  about  inititu- 
tions  partially  pofitive,  as  baptifm  is  fhewn  to 
be;  I  am  far  from  defu'ing  to  evade  the  force 
of  any  thing  recorded  in  the  New  Teftament  re- 
lative to  this  ordinance :  on  the  contrary,  the 
rules  laid  down  in  the  preceding  chapter  require 
that  we  fhould  very  carefully  attend  to  revealed 
faSfs  before  all  other  confiderations,  as  all  reafon- 
ings  that  may  contradidt  thefe  mufl  needs  be 
falie  and  impertinent.  It  would  be  ridiculous 
to  borrow  the  aids  of  analogy,  while  inveftigat- 
ing  any  fubje^t  whatever,  in  oppofition  to  plain 
fa£ls.  For  as  an  hypothefis  in  philofophy  is 
juftly  exploded,  when  the  fyftem-maker,  in  whofe 
brain  it  was  fabricated,  forcibly  drags  all  phe- 
nomena into  its  vortex,  in  defiance  of  well  atteft- 
ed  obfervations  and  experiments;  fo  that  fyftem 
in  divinity,  whether  it  comprehends  the  whole 
body  of  it,  or  any  particular  part,  muft  needs 
be  precarious  and  vain  when  it  contradi^s  re- 
vealed inconteftible  fads.  And  it  is  no  lefs 
evident,  that  the  pret^nfions  of  any  hypothefis 
muft  be  equally  futile  in  proportion  as  it  is  in- 
conftflent  with  itfelf.  To  avoid  thefe  inconveni- 
ences 
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ences  I  know  of  no  better  method,  in  general, 
than  that  which  an  ingenious  writer  on  this 
fubje6l  has  adopted,  in  a  fmall  treatife  which 
he  calls,  y/  Plain  Account  of  the  Ordinance  of 
Baptifen^i  and  that  is,  to  lay  together  all  the 
texts  in  the  New  Tefiament  relating  to  it;  that 
from  thefe,  as  fo  many  data^  we  may  deduce 
the  nature  and  defign  of  the  inftitution,  and 
learn  every  thing  €[{q  that  the  inftitutor  hath 
been  pleafed  to  reveal  concerning  it<  And  this 
method  I  the  rather  adopt,  not  only  becaufe  it 
is  proper  and  rational  in  itfelf,  but  likewifc 
cannot  be  objected  to  confidently  by  any  of 
our  opponents.  The  Author  of  the  Plain  Ac^ 
count  produces  firjl  the  palTages  concerning  John*s 
baptifm,  znd  fecofidiy  thofe  that  refer  to  Chrift's 
baptifm;  and  inferts  promifcuoufly  thofe  palTages 
that  only  allude  to  the  baptifmal  rite.  I  fliall 
attempt,  however,  a  flight  improvement  of  his 
arrangement,  by  placing  frji  all  the  pafiages  in 
the  New  Tejlament  that  fpeak  of  baptism  in 
direct  terms  and  in  whatever  connection ;  and 
fecondly  thofe  texts  that  are  fuppofed  to  allude  to 
the  inftitution.  This  I  think,  is  lefs  exception- 
able, fince  the  claffing  of  the  texts  in  the  man- 
ner he  does,  feems  to  imply  an  effential  dif- 
ference between  the  baptifm  of  John  and  that 
of  Chrift,  as  a  circumftance  taken  for  granted, 
before  the  inquiry  is  made. 

F  3  §  2.  (I) 

*  Anonymout,  but  generally  afcribed  to  Mr.  Foot,  of  Briftolj 
addreiTci  to  Up,  Hoadlev,  in  a  fcnes  of  Letters. 
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§  2»  (i)  Let  us  bfegin  with  thofe  paffages 
that  fpeak  of  baptjsm  in  dire<5l  terms  and  in 
whatever  conneilion.  Mat.  iii.  5—7.  Then  went 
out  to  him  Jerufalem  and  all  Jndea,  and  all 
the  region  round  about  Jordan,  and  were  bap^ 
tized  of  him  in  Jordan,  confeffing  their  fins. 
But  when  he  faw  many  of  the  Pharifees  and 
Sadducees  come  to  his  haptifm  he  fald  unto  them, 
O  generation  of  vipers,  who  hath  warned  you 
to  flee  from  the  wrath  to  come? — v,  11.  1  in- 
deed baptize  you  with  water  unto  repentance; 
but  he  that  cometh  after  me  is  mightier  than 
I,  whofe  fl:oes  I  am  not  worthy  to  bearj  he 
fliall  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Ghoft  and  with 
fire.  —  v.  13 — 16.  Then  cometh  Jefus  from  Ga- 
lilee to  Jordan  unto  John,  to  be  baptized  of 
him.  Eut  John  forbad  him  faying,  I  have  need 
to  be  baptized  of  thee,  and  comeft  thou  to  me? 
And  Jefus  anfwering  faid  unto  him,  fuffer  it  to 
be  fo  now;  for  thus  it  becometh  us  to  fulfil  all 
rlghteoufnefs.  Then  he  fuffered  him.  And  Jefu9 
when  he  was  baptized  went  up  flraightway  out 
of  the  water;  and  lo,  the  heavens  were  opened 
unto  him,  and  he  faw  the  Spirit  of  God  de- 
fcending  like  a  dove  and  lighting  upon  him.— 
Chap.  XX.  22,  23.  But  Jefus  anfwered  and  faid. 
Ye  know  not  what  ye  afk.  Are  ye  able  to 
drink  of  the  cup  that  I  fliall  drink  of,  and  to 
be  baptized  with  the  baptifm  th^t  1  am  baptized 
with?  They  faid  unto  him.  We  are  able.  And 
he  faith  unto  them,  Ye  fliall  indeed  drink  of 
my  cup,  and  be  baptized  with  the  baptifm  that  I 
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srm  baptized  with ;  but  to  fit  on  my  right  hand 
and  on  my  left  is  not  mine  to  give,  but  it  fhall 
be  given  to  them  for  whom  it  is  prepared  of 
my  father.— Chap.  xxi.  25.  Tht  baptifm  of  John, 
whence  was  it?  from  heaven,  or  of  men?  And 
they  reafoned  with  themfelves,  faying,  If  we  (hall 
fay,  From  heaven;  he  will  fay  unto  us,  Why 
did  ye  not  then  believe  him?— Chap,  xxviii.  19. 
Go  ye  therefore  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing 
them  in  the  Name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the 
Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghoft* 

§  3.  Mark  L  4,  5.  John  did  baptize  in  the 
wildernefs,  and  preach  the  baptifm  of  repentance 
for  the  remifTion  of  fins.  And  there  went  out 
unto  him  all  the  land  of  Judea,  and  they  of 
Jerufalem,  and  were  all  baptized  of  him  in  the 
river  of  Jordan  confeffing  their  fins.— v,  8  —  10. 
I  indeed  have  baptized  you  with  water;  but  he 
fliall  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Ghoft.  And  k 
came  to  pafs  in  thofe  days,  that  Jefus  came 
from  Nazareth  of  Galilee,  and  was  baptized  of 
John  in  Jordan..  And  ftraightway  coming  up 
out  of  the  water,  he  faw  the  heavens  opened, 
and  the  Spirit  hke  a  dove  defcending  upon  him* 
—  Chap.  vii.  4.  And  when  they  come  from  the 
market,  except  they  wa(h,  [Greek,  baptize^']  they 
eat  not;  and  many  other  things  there  be  which 
they  have  received  to  hold,  as  the  wa(hing 
[Greek,  baptizing^]  of  cups  and  pots,  and  of  bra- 
fen  veffels  and  tables.— Chap.  xi.  30.  The  bap- 
iifin  of  John,  was  it  From  heaven  or  of  men,? 
anfwa:  mc— Chap.  xvi.  15,  16.  And  he  faid 
F  4  unt9 
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unto  them,  go  ye  into  all  the  world,  and  preach 
the  gofpel  to  every  creature;  he  that  believeth 
and  is  baptised  (hall  be  faved. 

§  4.  Luke  iii.  3,  And   he   came  into  all  the 
country  about  Jordan,  preaching  the  bciptifm  of  re- 
pentance for  the  remiffion  of  fins.— -y.  7,  8.  Then 
faid  he  to  the  multitude   that  came  forth   to  be 
baptized  of  him,  O  generation  of  vipers,  who  hath 
warned  you  to  flee  from  the  wrath  to  come?  — 
V.     12—14.    1  hen    came    alfo    publicans    to    be 
baptized^   and    faid  unto    him,   Mafter,  what  fhall 
we  do?  And  he  faid  unto  them,  Exa^l:  no  more 
than  that  which  is  appointed  you.     And  the  fol- 
diers    likewife    demanded    of  him,    faying.    And 
what  fhall  we  do?  And  he  faid  unto  them.  Do 
violence  to   no  man,   neither   accufe  any   falfcly; 
and   be  content  with   your  wages.  — ^'.    16.  John 
anfwered,  faying  to  them  all,  I  indeed  baptize  you 
with  water;    but   one   mightier  than   I   cometh, 
the  latchet  of  whofe   fhoes  I  am  not   worthy  to 
unloofe ;    he   fhall    baptize    you    with    the    Holy 
Ghofl:  and  with  fire.  — z;.  21,  2.2.  Now  when  all 
the   people   wei*e   baptized^     it   came  to   pafs   that 
Jefus  alfo  being  baptized^  and  praying,  the  heaven 
was   opened,   and   the   Holy   Ghoil   dcfcended   in 
a  bodily  Ihape    like    a   dove    upon    him,    and    a 
voice   came   from   heaven  which   faid.   Thou   art 
my   beloved    Son;  in  thee   I  am  well  pleafed.— 
Chap.    vii.    29,    30.     And    all    the    people    that 
heard  him,  and  the  publicans,  juftified  God,  be- 
ing baptized  with  the  baptifm   of  John.     But  the 
Pharifees   and    lawyers    rejected    the    counfcl    of 
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God  againft  themfelves,  being  not  baptized  of  him. 
—  Chap  xi.  38.  And  when  the  Pharifee  faw  it,  he 
marvelled  that  he  had  not  firft  wafhed  [Gr.  baptiz- 
ed] before  dinner.  — Chap.  xii.  50.  But  I  have  a 
baptifm  to  be  baptized  with,  and  how  am  I  ftrait- 
cned  till  it  be  accomplilhed!  — Chap,  xx.  4.  The 
baptifm  of  John,  was  it  from  heaven  or  of  men? 
§  5.  John  i.  25,  26.  And  they  afked  him, 
and  fent  unto  him.  Why  baptizeji  thou  then,  if- 
tliou  be  not  that  Chrift,  nor  Elias,  neither  that 
prophet?  John  anfwered  them,  faying,  I  baptize 
with  water.  —  v,  28.  Thefe  things  were  done 
in  Bethabara  beyond  Jordan,  where  John  was 
baptizing — v.  31.  And  I  knew  him  not;  but 
that  he  (hould  be  made  manifeft  to  Ifrael,  thers- 
fore  am  I  come  baptizing  With  water.  —  v,  33.— 
He  that  fent  me  to  baptize  with  water,  the  fame 
faid  unto  me,  upon  whom  thou  (halt  fee  the 
Spirit  defcending  and  remaining  on  him,  the 
fame  is  he  which  baptizeth  with  the  Holy  Ghoft. 
— Chap.  iii.  22,  23.  After  thefe  things  came 
Jefus  and  his  difciples  into  the  land  of  Judea; 
and  there  he  tarried  with  them-  and  baptized. 
And  John  alfo  was  baptizing  in  Enon,  near  to 
Salim;  becaufe  there  was  much  water  there; 
and  they  came  and  were  baptized,  —  v,  26.  And 
they  came  unto  John  and  faid  unto  him.  Rabbi, 
he  that  was  with  thee  beyond  Jordan,  to  whom 
thou  bareft  witnefs,  behold  the  fame  baptizeth, 
and  all  men  come  to  him.  r— Chap.  iv.  i,  2. 
When  therefore  the  Lord  knew  how  the  Pha- 
rifees  had  heard  that  Jefus  made  and  baptized 
more  difciples  than  John,  (tho'  Jefus  himfelf 
,  F  5  baptized 
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hapthed  not,  but  his  difciples).— Chap.  x.  40. 
And  went  away  again  beyond  Jordan,  into  the 
place  where  John  at  firft  baptized-^  and  there  he 
abode. 

§  6.  Acts  i.  5.  For  John  truly  baptized 
with  water;  but  ye  fhall  be  baptized  with  the 
Holy  Ghoft  not  many  days  hence.  —  v,  22- 
Beginning  from  the  baptifm  of  John,  unto  that 
fame  day  that  he  was  taken  up  from  us.-— 
Chap.  ii.  38,  39.  Then  Peter  faid  unto  them. 
Repent  and  be  baptized  every  one  of  you  in  the 
name  of  Jefus  Chrift  for  the  remiflion  of  fins, 
and  ye  fhall  receive  the  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghoft. 
For  the  premife  is  unto  you,  and  to  your  children, 
and  to  all  that  are  afar  oiF,  even  as  many  as 
the  Lord  our  God  fhall  call. — v,  41.  Then 
they  that  gladly  received  his  word  were  baptized^ 
and  the  fame  day  there  were  added  unto  them 
about  three  thoufand  fouls.  —  Chap.  viii.  12 — 17. 
But  when  they  believed  Philip^  preaching  the 
things  concerning  the  Kingdom  of  God,  and  the 
name  of  Jefus  Chrift,  they  were  baptized  both 
men  and  women.  Then  Simon  himfelf  believed 
alfo;  and  when  he  was  baptized^  he  continued 
with  Philip,  and  wondered,  beholding  the  mira- 
cles and  figns  that  were  done.  Now  when  the 
Apoftles  which  were  at  Jerufalem  heard  that  Sa- 
maria had  received  the  word  of  God,  they  fent 
unto  them  Peter  and  John:  Who,  when  they 
were  come  down,  prayed  for  them  that  they 
inight  receive  the  Holy  Ghoft.  For  as  yet  he 
wa5  fallen  upon  none  of  themj  only  they  were 
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baptized  In  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jefus.  Then 
laid  they  their  hands  on  them,  and  they  received 
the  Holy  Ghoft. — v,  36 — 38.  And  as  they 
went  on  their  way  they  came  unto  a  certain  wa- 
ter. And  the  Eunuch  faid,  See,  here  is  water; 
what  doth  hinder  me  to  be  baptized?  And  Philip 
faid,  If  thou  believeft  with  all  thine  heart,  thou 
mayeft.  And  he  anfwered  and  faid,  I  believe 
that  Jefus  Chrift  is  the  Son  of  God.  And  he 
commanded  the  chariot  to  ftand  ftilK  And  they 
went  down  both  into  the  water,  both  Philip  and 
the  Eunuch,  and  he  baptized  him. «— Chap.  ix. 
18.  And  immediately  there  fell  from  his  eyes 
as  it  had  been  fcales;  and  he  received  light  forth- 
with, and  arofe  and  was  baptized.  Chap.  x.  37, 
38. — That  word  (I  fay)  you  know,  which  was 
publilhed  throughout  all  Judea,  and  began  from 
Galilee,  after  the  baptifm  which  John  preached; 
How  God  anointed  Jefus  of  Nazareth  with  the 
Holy  Ghoft,  &c.— V.  47,  48.  Can  any  man 
forbid  water,  that  thefe  fhould  not  be  baptized^ 
which  have  received  the  Holy  Ghoft,  as  well  as 
we?  And  he  commanded  them  to  be  baptized 
in  the  name  of  the  Lord^  — Chap.  xF-  15,  i6* 
And  as  I  began  to  fpeak,  the  Holy  Ghoft  fell 
on  them,  as  on  us  at  the  beginning.  Then  re- 
membered I  the  word  of  the  Lord,  how  that  he 
faid,  John  indeed  baptized  with  water;  but  yc 
£iall  be  baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghoft.  —  Chap, 
xiii.  23—25.  Of  this  man's  feed  hath  God, 
according  to  his  promife,  raifed  unto  Ifrael  3 
Saviour,  Jefus;  When  John  had  firft  preached 
F  6  before 
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before  his  coming,  the  hapttfm  of  repentance  to 
all  the  people  of  Ifrael.  And  as  John  fulfilled 
his  courfe,  he  faid,  Whom  think  ye  that  I  am  ? 
I  am  not  he.  — Chap.  xvi.  15.  And  when  fhe 
fLydia]  was  baptized^  and  her  houfehold,  fhe 
befought  us,  &c.~^'.  33.  And  he  [the  jailor] 
took  them  the  fame  hour  of  the  night,  and 
wafhed  their  flripesj  and  was  baptized,  he  and 
all  his,  flraightway.  —  Chap,  xviii.  8.  And  Crif- 
pus  the  chief  ruler  of  the  fynagogue,  believed 
on  the  Lord  with  all  his  houfej  and  many  of 
the  Corinthians  hearing,  believed,  and  were  bap» 
tized,  —  V,  25.— He  [Apollos]  fpake  and  taught 
diligently  the  things  of  the  Lord,  knowing  only 
the  baptifm  of  John.  —  Chap.  xix.  3 — 5.  And 
he  faid  unto  them,  Unto  what  then  were  ye 
baptized?  And  they  faid,  Unto  John's  baptifm. 
Then  faid  Paul,  John  verily  baptized  with  the 
baptifm  of  repentance,  faying  unto  the  people, 
that  they  fhould  believe  on  him  which  fhould 
cortie  after  him,  that  is,  on  Chrift  Jefus.  When 
they  heard  this,  they  were  baptized  in  the  name 
of  the  Lord  Jefus.  —  Chap.  xxii.  16.  And  now 
why  tarrieft  thou  ?  Arife  and  be  baptized,  and 
wafli  away  thy  fins,  calling  on  the  name  of  the 
Lord. 

§  7.  RoM.  vi.  3,  4.  Know  ye  not,  that  fo 
many  of  us  as  were  baptized  into  Jefus  Chrifi-, 
were  baptized  into  his  death?  Therefore  v/e  are 
buried  with  him  by  baptifm  into  death;  that  like 
as  Chrift  was  raifed  up  from  the  dead  by  the 
glory  of  the  Father,  even  fo  we  alfo  fhould  wa:lk 
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in  newnefs  of  life.  — i  Cor.  i.  13 — 17.  Were 
ye  baptized  in  the  name  of  Paul?  I  thank  God 
that  I  baptized  none  of  you,  but  Crifpus  and 
Gains;  left  any  (hould  fay,  that  I  had  baptized 
in  mine  own  name.  And  I  baptized  alfo  the 
houfehold  of  Stephanas;  befides,  I  know  not 
whether  I  baptized  any  other;  for  Chrift  fent  me 
not  to  baptize^  but  to  preach  the  gofpel.  — Chap. 
X.  2,  And  were  all  baptized  unto  Mofes  in  the 
cloud  and  in  the  fea.  —  Chap.  xii.  13.  For  by 
one  Spirit  are  we  all  baptized  into  one  body, 
whether  we  be  Jews  or  Gentiles,  whether  We 
be  bond  or  free;  and  have  been  all  made  to 
drink  into  one  fpirit.—Chap.  xv.  29.  Elfe  what 
ihall  they  do,  that  are  baptized  for  the  dead,  if 
the  dead  rife  not  at  all?  Why  are  they  then 
baptized  for  the  dead?  —  Gal.  iii.  27.  For  as 
many  of  you  as  have  been  baptized  into  Chrift^ 
have  put  on  Chrift.— Ephef.  iv.  5.  One  baptifyn, 
—  Col.  ii.  12.  Buried  with  him  in  baptifin^ 
wherein  alfo  ye  are  rifen  with  him.— Heb.  vi. 
2.  The  doctrine  of  baptifms, — Chap.  ix.  10. 
Which  ftood  only  in  meats,  and  drinks,  and  di- 
vers wafhings  [Greek  baptifms]  and  carnal  ordi- 
nances impofed  on  them  until  the  time  of  refor- 
mation.—! Pet.  iii.  21.  The  like  figure  where- 
unto,  even  baptt/m^  doth  alfo  now  fave  us  (not 
the  putting  away  the  filth  of  the  flelli,  but  the 
anfwer  of  a  good  confcience  towards  God)  by 
the  "refurredlion  of  Jefus  Chrift.— Rev.  xix,  13. 
And  he  was  clothed  with  a  vefture  dipt  in  [Gr. 
taptiznd  in  or  withj  blood. 

§  8, 


lt«  Of  the  Nature  and  Ch.  2. 

§  8.  (2)  I  SHALL  now  produce  thofe  paffages 
that  are  fuppofed   to   allude  to  the  ordinance  of 
feaptifm,  tho'   the  term  be  not    ufed.     John  iii. 
5.  Except  a  man  be  born  of  water  and  of  the 
^irit,  he  cannot  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God, 
—V.  25.   Then  there  arofe   a   queftion  between 
fome  of  John's  difciples  and  the  Jews,  about  pu-^ 
rifying.  —  T.    Cor.    vi.    11.    But   ye   are  wajhed,-^ 
Eph.  V.  26.  That  he  might  fandify  and  cleanfc 
it,  with  the  wajhing  of  watery  by  the  word.— Tit. 
iii.  5.  According  to  his  mercy  he  faved   us,   by 
the   wajhing  of  regeneration,  and  renewing  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft.  —  Heb.    x.    22.    Our  bodies  wa/hed 
'with   pure  water.  — I   Pet.  i.  9.    And  hath  for- 
gotten  that  he  was  purged  from  his  old  fins. — 
Rev.  \,  5.— Unto  him  that  loved  us,  and  wajhed 
us  from  our  fins  in  his  ov/n  blood.  —  Perhaps 
the    following    texts,    and    fome    others,    allude 
to  the  chriftian  purification.     Tit.  ii.   14.— And 
purify  to  himfelfa  peculiar  people.  —  James  iv.  8. 

—  Cleanfe  your  kands,  ye  finners,  and  purify  your 
hearts,  ye  double  minded.  — i  Pet.  i.  22.— See* 
jng  ye  have  purified  your  fouls  In  obeying.  — 2 
Cor.  vii.  I.— Let  us  cleanfe  ourfelves  from  all 
filthinefs  of  flelh  and  fpirit.— i  John  i.  7.  The 
blood  of  Jefus  Chrifl:  deanfeth  us  from  all  fin. 
^,  ^.— To  cleanfe  us  from  all   unrighteowfnefs. 

—  May  I  not  add?  Ads  ii.  33.— Having  re- 
ceived of  the  Father  the  promife  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft,  he  hath  fhed  forth  this,  which  ye  now 
fee  and  hear.- Rom.  v.  5.  The  love  of  God  is 
ped  ia  your  hearts  by  the  Holy  Ghoft.— Tit* 
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Hi.  6.  Which  he  Jhed  en  us  abundantly  thra' 
Jefus  Chrift  our  Lord.— A^s  x.  45.— On  the 
Gentiles  alfo  was  poured  out  tlie  gift  of  the  Hofy 
Ghoft.     &c. 

§  9,  Before  I  proceed  to  confider  thefe  paf- 
fages,  I  woiild  propofe  the  following  remarks  as 
axioms  of  interpretation. 

1.  Every  one  of  thefe  texts,  feperately,  con- 
fidered  in  its  proper  connection,  muft  have  one 
principal  defign  patkI  determinate  meaning. 

2.  As  they  all  proceed  from  the  fame  infal- 
lible fource,  they  muft  have  one  general  mean- 
ing, colle<Sl:ively,  in  which  they  all  agree. 

3.  That  cannot  be  the  defign  and  meaning 
of  any  particular  text  which  is  contrary  to  this 
general  defign,  or  even  contrary  to  any  other 
paffage  which  is  more  evident  than  itfelf. 

4.  That  is  to  be  deemed  the  general  mean- 
ing of  thefe  paffages,  and  their  true  interpretation, 
which  moft  unexceptionably  harmonizes  with  the 
whole  revealed  will  of  God,  which  is  ever  cort- 
fiflent  with  itfelf, 

5.  As  the  law  of  nature,  viz.  That  rule 
of  a£tion  which  derives  its  being  from  the  na^ 
lure  of  God  and  man,  and  the  relation  thence 
arifing,  was  never  fuperfeded  a«  ufetefs  under 
any  difpenfation  of  religion;  but  on  the  contrary 
always  remained  in  force,  and  ever  will  remain  j 
no  interpretation  of  thefe  texts,  or  indeed  any 
other,  fhould  be  admitted  as  ti-ue,  which  feems  to 
offer  violence  to  this  law  of  nature,  otherwife 
called  the  moral  law,  except  it  be  fupported  by 
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the  clear,  indubitable,  pofitive  authority  of-  God. 
The  reafon  is  evident;  for  as  this  law  of  na^ 
ture  is  always  binding  in  every  part  of  the 
globe,  and  thro'  every  period  of  time;  whatever 
appears  to  be  probably  conformable  to  it,  or  a  faith- 
ful dictate  of  it,  every  man  is  laid  under  a  pro- 
portionable obligation  to  obey  its  voice;  until 
an  infallible  authority  interpofes,  ufhered  in  with 
Jlronger  evidence  againft  the  former  fuppofed  pro- 
bability, from  whofe  decifive  VqrdisSt  there  lies  no 
appeal.  This  I  the  rather  infift  upon,  becaufe 
it  may  ferve  to  explain  the  genuine  meaning  of 
a  maxim  on  which  Mr.  B.  lays  confiderabic 
ilrefs,  viz.  "  Pofitive  laws  imply  their  nega- 
tive*." Pofitive  duties  as  far  as,  or  in  the  re- 
fpe6l  that  they  are  pofttlve^  that  is,  having  no 
apparent  reafon  to  recommend  them  but  the 
mere  authority  of  the  Lawgiver,  imply  their  ne- 
gatives, for  this  reafon,  that  no  law  whatever, 
en  the  fuppofition,  enjoins  thefe  negatives.  Not 
the  natural  or  moral  lavi^,  for  then  they  would 
not  be  ranked  among  pofitive  duties:  not  any 
pofitive  law,  for  then  the  term  negative  w^ould  be 
inapplicable.  On  the  contrary,  whatever  appears, 
upon  the  whole,  a  moral  duty,  cannot  with 
any  propriety  be  termed  the  negative  of  any 
pofitive  duty. 

§  10.  (i)  I  SHALL  now  make  fome  obferva- 
tions  on  the  foregoing  texts.  And  it  is  ob- 
vious, in  the  firfl  place,  that  there  is  fome 
difference  between  the  baptifm  of  John  and  that 
of  Chrift   and  his   Apoftles. 

X,  The 
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I.  The    immediate    In/iitutor   of  John's  bap- 
tifm  was  God  the  Father,     John  i.   33.  He  that 
fent   me    to  baptize   with  water,   the   same   faid 
unto   me,   Upon  whom  thou  flialt  fee  the  Spirit 
defcending  and   remaining   on   him,   the  fame  is 
he  which  baptizeth  witli  the  Holy  Ghoft.    Here 
we   fee  that   He  who   fent  John  to  baptize   was 
a  divine  Perfon  diflincl  from  the  Son  and  Spirit ;. 
who    muft    be    therefore    the    Father. — But  the 
immediate    Injlitutcr    of   the    Chriftian    baptifm> 
which  is  of  perpetual   obligation,  is  Chrifl  the  Son 
of  God.     John  iii.   22.  After  thefe   things  came 
Jefus   and  his   difciples  into   the  land   of  Judez^; 
and   there   he  tarried    with   them    and    baptized. 
•V,  26.  And  they  came  unto  John  and   faid  un- 
to  him.   Rabbi,    he   that   was  with  thee  beyond 
Jordan  to  whom  thou  bared  v/itnefs,  behold  the 
fame  baptizeth,  and  all  men   come  to  him;  hz,^ 
Mat.   xxviii.   19.  Go  ye,  therefore,   and  teach  all 
nations,   baptizing    them    &c.     From    thefe   paf- 
fages   we  obferve^  that   Chriil:   was   the   InjVitutor 
of  baptifm  before  his   death  i    and  more  explicitly 
before  his  afcenfion. 

2.  John's  baptifm  was  a  preparatory  rite,  re- 
ferring the  fubje6ts  to  Chrift,  who  was  about  to 
confer  upon  them  fpiritual  bleffmgs.  Mat.  iii.  11. 
I  indeed  baptize  you  with  water  unto  repent- 
ance; but  he  that  cometh  after  me  is  mightier 
than  I,  whofe  fhoes  I  am  not  worthy  to  bear; 
he  rtiall  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Ghoft  and 
with  fire.  Mark  i.  8.  I  indeed  have  baptized 
you  with  water  J  but  he  fhall  baptize  you  with 
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the  Holy  Ghoft.  Luke  iii.  i6.  John  anfwered,, 
faying  to  them  all,  I  indeed  baptize  you  with 
■water;  but  one  mightier  than  I  cometh,  the 
latchet  of  whofe  fhoes  I  am  not  worthy  to  un- 
ioofej  he  (hall  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Ghofl 
and  with  lire.  John  i.  31.  And  I  knew  him 
not,  but  that  he  fhould  be  made  manifeft  to 
Ifrael,  therefore  am  I  come  baptizing  with  water. 
A6ts  i,  5.  For  John  truly  baptized  with  water, 
t)Ut  ye  (hall  be  baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghoft 
not  many  days  hence.  Chap.  xix»  4.  Theit 
faid  Paul,  John  verily  baptized  with  the  baptifm 
of  repentance,  faying  unto  the  people,  that  they 
fhould  believe  on  him  which  fhould  come  after 
him,  that  is,  on  Chrifl:  Jefus,  &c.— The  Chrif- 
tian  baptifm  was  an  adual  initiation  into  the 
MelTiah's  vifible  kingdom.  A€t%  ii.  41.  Thea 
they  that  gladly  received  his  word,  were  baptized  j 
and  the  fame  day  there  were  added  unto  them 
about  three  thoufand  fouls.— This  addition  was. 
to  the  number  of  the  difciples^  and  fubjeSfi  of 
Chrift;  for  then^  when  they  were  baptized^  were 
they  reckoned  among  his  followers.— The  bap- 
tifm of  John  did  not  a6tually  introduce  any  in* 
to  the  gofpel  kingdom,  or  make  them  difciples 
of  Chrift;  but  thofe  whom  John  baptized  were 
properly  his  own  difciples,  and  expe<5lants  of  the 
MelTiah's  blefTmgs.  Whereas  thofe  whom  Jefus 
ordered  to  be  baptized,  were  ftridtly  his  difciples, 
and  were  taught  to  expcvSl  the  promife  of  tho 
Spirit^  in  his  various  gifts  and  graces. 
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3.  It  appears  from  the  texts  firft  recited,  that 
the  baptifm  of  John  was  confined  to  the  Jeius^ 
and  temporary;  Mat.  iii.  S"^!'  &c.— But  the 
Chriftian  baptifm  was  common  to  Jews  and 
Gentilesy  and  of  ftanding  obligation.  John  iii.  26^ 
The  fame  baptizeth,  and  all  men  come  unto  him. 
Mat.   xxviii.    19.   Mark  xvi.    15,    16.  &c. 

4.  It  does  not  appear  that  John  had  any 
formula  of  adminiflration ;  nor,  indeed,  have  we 
any  account  of  his  commijfion^  but  what  nay  be 
inferred  from  what  he  fays  John  i.  33.  He  that 
SENT  me  to  baptize  with  water.  And  we  may 
further  infer  that  his  baptifm  was  from  heaven, 
from  what  our  Lord  fays  to  the  chief  priefts 
and  elders  of  the  people,  Mat.  xxi.  25.  &c.— 
Whence  it  appears  that  he  was  divinely  autho- 
rized, and,  as  before  obferved,  that  the  Father 
was  the  Inftitutor.— But  the  Chriftian  baptifm 
has  z  formula  of  adminiftration.  Mat.  xxviii.  ig. 
In  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  th£ 
Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.— And  ftill 
fhorter,  A6ts  ii.  31.  Be  baptized  every  one  of 
you  IN  the  Name  of  Jesus  Christ.  Alfa 
Chap.  X.  38.  In   the  Name   of   the  Lord. 

5.  It  may  be  added,  that  the  baptifm  of 
John  was  tlic  concluding  fcene  of  the  legal  dif- 
penfation,  and  in  fa6t  part  of  it.  Hence  the 
lead  in  the  kingdom  of  God,  viz,  the  gofpel 
kingdom,  was  greater  than  he.  It  may  be  con- 
fidered  as  a  final  and  general  purification,  per- 
formed by  John  as  the  laft  priefl.  That  he 
difcharged  his  office  as  a  purifying  pried  to  the 
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thoufands  of  Ifrael,  fee  Ads  xiii.  23  —  25.  Thus 
John  went  before  Jefus  in  the  fpirit  and  power 
of  Elias  (as  promifed  Mai.  iv.  5.)  to  turn  the 
hearts  of  the  fathers  with  the  children  to  him, 
and  the  difobedient  to  the  wifdom  of  the  juft; 
to  make  ready  a  people  prepared  for  the  Lord, 
See  Luke  i.  ly.  —  Chriliian  baptifm  is  the  regular 
entrance  into  and  is  a  part  of  the  evangelical 
difpenfation.  Gal.  iii.  27.  P^or  as  many  of  you 
as  have  been  baptized  into  Chriil,  have  put  on 
Chrifl,   &c. 

6.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  infpired  nar- 
rative (however  probable  from  inferential  reafon- 
ing)  that  any  but  John  himfdf  was  engaged  as 
operator  in  his  baptifm;  whereas  Chrift  himfelf 
baptized  none,  but  his  difciples  by  his  authority 
and  in  his  naiTie.  John  iv.    2* 

§  II.  Some  have  fuppofed  another  difiintSlIon 
between  the  baptifm  of  John  and  that  of  Chrift, 
viz.  That  the  latter  had  an  immediate  reference 
to  the  Holy  Spirit^  requiring"^  of  the  baptized 
faith  in  him  as  a  divine  Perfon,  and  an  expec- 
tation of  his  promifed  influence;  that  the  former 
had  no  refpeft  at  all  to  that  divine  Perfon,  nor 
fuppofed  any  information  concerning  hira ;  in 
proof  of  which  they  urge,  Acls  xix.  2.  — That 
Chriftian  baptifm  has  an  immediate  relation  to 
the  promife  of  the  Spirit  exhibited  in  the. 
gofpel  difpenfation,  I  grant  and  maintain,  but 
that  any  baptized  by  John  (or  even  his  dif- 
ciples) fhould  be  fo  grofsly  ignorant  as  not  to 
know  any  thing  about  the  Holy  Ghoft,  or  never 
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to  have  heard  of  him,  is  highly  Improbable. 
There  is  nothing  upon  the  fubjedl  more  exprefsly 
and  emphatically  noticed  by  the  evangelifts,  than 
that  John  directed  thofe  whom  he  baptized  to 
Chrift,  as  one  who  would  baptize  with  the  Holy 
Ghoji  and  with  fire.  It  appears  probable,  there- 
fore, the  difcipies  at  Ephefus  meant  by  their 
anfwer,  That  they  had  not  been  informed  that 
the  Holy  Ghoft,  in  his  miraculous  influence,  had 
been  a^uaily  conferred  on  any  of  the  difcipies 
of  John  or  of  the  Meffiah  as  yet.  As  if  they 
had  faid,  We  have  not  fo  much  as  heard 
whether  there  be  any  Holy  Ghoft,  miraculoufly 
communicated,  much  lefs  have  been  made  par- 
takers of  the  fame. —If  this  be  not  the  import 
of  their  ftrange  anfwer,  what  muft  we  infer? 
Were  they  baptized  by  John  in  their  Infancy^ 
about  thirty  years  before?  Were  they  children  of 
parents  who  were  fo  ignorant  or  fo  carelefs  as 
not  to  inform  them  of  this  very  important  part  of 
John's  miniftry?  CouW  they  be  baptized  by  this 
popular  reformer,  or  have  any  connection  with 
thofe  whom  he  difcipled,  and  not  be  informed  of 
that  extraordinary  fa6^,  the  defcent  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft  upon  Jefus  at  his  baptifm?  And  was  not 
the  appellation  familiar  to  John  and  his  fol- 
lowers? Whether  we  confider  thefe  twelve  men. 
as  natives  of  Ephefus  or  foreigners,  as  Jews  or 
converted  Gentiles,  whether  baptized  with  their 
parents  in  infancy,  or  when  adults;  attending 
the  one  interpretation   there   remains  infuperabic 

difficulties. 
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difficulties,  according  to  the  other  none  at  all. 
See  Ads  x.    37,   38. 

§  12.  The  baptifm  of  John,  therefore,  was  a 
rite  appertaining  to  the  legal  difpenfation,  infti- 
tuted  by  God  the  Father  for  the  ufe  of  the 
Jews  alone,  for  a  ftiort  time,  to  prepare  them 
for  the  kingdom  of  the  Meffiah  then  approach- 
ing, as  by  an  extraordinary  general  purification*, 
attended  with  fuitable  inftru6Hons  and  exhorta- 
tions to  the  people,  and  performed  by  John 
himfelf.— And  Chriftian  baptifm,  as  far  as  it 
has  been  confidered,  is  an  evangelical  rite,  infti- 
tjuted  by  Chrift,  the  Son  of  God,  for  the  ufe 
©f  Jews  and  Gentiles,  to  the  end  of  time,  to  be 
adminiftered  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jefus 
Chrift,  or,  more  fully  and  properly,  in  the  name 
of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft,  performed 
Ijy  Chrift's  difciplcs. 

Thus  John's  miniftry  and  baptifm  were,  in 
a  manner,  the  voice  of  the  Father  crying  by 
bim  in  the  wildernefs-  to  prepare  the  thoufands 
of  Ifrael  for  a   fuitable  reception  of  his  divine 

Son. 

•  John'*  baptifm  Ii  to  be  confidered  as  one  of  thofe  •*  di?er« 
waflftngs,'*  in  ofe  among  the  Jews  on  many  occafions ;  for  he  dii 
BOt  attempt  to  make  any  alterations  in  the  Jewish  religion  at 
fettled  by  the  Mofaic  law,  any  moro  than  to  ercft  a  new  dif- 
penfation. And  as  thefe  wafhings  were  intended  not  onJy  for 
<*  the  purifying  of  the  fleib/*  but  to  be  figns  and  fymbols  of 
jToral  purity  5  fo  the  rite  of  baptifm  was,  in  this  view,  very 
fuitable  to  the  dcftrine  of  repentance,  which  John  preached. 
J«i«NiNGs*s  Jcwip>  Arfj^uhiUf  B,  I.  chap,  iii.  Art.  Profelytes. 
«—  And  the  fame  Author  concludes,  from  a  pan*age  in  Jofephur,- 
that  the  latter  makes  John's  bapti&n  to  be  of  the  nature  of  the 
Jcwiih  purifications  or  ceremonial  wafiiings. 


Ch.  2.  I^^pgn  of  Baptlfm.  115 

Son.  Behold  the  Lamb  of  God!  Let  your 
attention  be  drawn  from  all  legal  facrifices,  as 
about  to  ceafe;  and  let  it  be  direded  to  Hiivr 
in  whom  all  the  law  and  the  prophets  have  their 
accompliihment,  and  who  is  fhortly,  in  a  won- 
derful manner,  to  bear  away  the  fm  of  the 
world!— And  lo,  a  voice  from  heaven,  faying. 
This  is    my    beloved   Son,  in   whom  I   am 

WELL   PLEASED  !  —  //if<»r    yg    him* But    the 

Chriftian  baptifm  is  the  inftitution  o£  the  ^o^^ 
proclaiming  the  neceffity,  and  direding  to  the  in* 
fluenccs  of  the  divine  Spirit;  and  thefe  influ- 
ences poured  upon  the  difciples  of  Jcfus  i$ 
the  baptilhi  of  the  Splrit.  And  thus  wc  arc 
kd  with  wonder  and  g^-atitude  to  contemplate 
the  love  and  provident  care  of  the  Father^  the 
nutation  and  grace  of  the  Son^  and  the  eflica<* 
cious  and  everlafting  operations  of  th<e  Holy  Ghofl^ 
Thefe  three  are  one;  and  they  concur  in  bear- 
ing record  to  the  truth  and  glory  of  the  blefle4 
gofpel.  See  i  John  v.  6—8.  And  thofe  \ihQ  are 
baptized  in  the  name  of  Jcfusj  or  the  facrcd 
Three-One,  (hould  inceflantly  breathe  after  the 
fpirit  of  grace,  to  which  the  ordinance  refers  us. 
Jefus,  our  divine  Mafter  and  Lord,  is  able  and 
ready  to  baptize  us  with  the  Holy  Ghoft  and 
with  fire:  not  by  confeiring^  miraculous  gifts, 
but,  what  is  infinitely  more  important  to  us, 
fan^ifying  graces,  whereby  we  may  be  purified 
and  made  meet   for  his  heavenly  kingdom, 

§  13.   (2)   It  muft  be   allowed,  in  the  next 
place,  that  between  the  baptifm  of  John  and  that 
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of  GhrlH:,  there  is  an  agreement  in  fome  particu- 
lars.    And 

!•  They  were  both  from  heaven,  or  of  divine 
inftitution.  The  one  inftituted  by  the  Father^ 
the  other  by  the  Son^  but  both  alike  by  the 
higheft  authority. 

2.  There  appears  no  mark  of  difference,  in 
the  tv/o  inftitutions,  as  to  the  aSiion  of  baptiz- 
ing; "we  may,  therefore,  conclude,  for  aught  the 
different  accounts  fay  to  the  contrary,  that  it 
was  the  fame.  Pure  water  was  the  common 
element,  but  the  nature  and  mode  of  the  a6tion 
itfelf  will  be  confidered  in  its  proper  place. 

3.- The  fame  may  be  faid  concerning  the 
qualifications  of  their  refpecStive  yw^yV^j;  which 
qualifications  and  the  grounds  thereof,  will  be 
examined  at  large  in  the  fubfequent  part  of  this 
treatife. 

;•  4.  There  was  an  agreement  refpedling  fome 
hi  the  blejjings  fgnlfied  and  exhibited ;  particularly 
the  remijfton  cf  fim.  Mark  i.  4.  Luke  iii.  3.  and 
A6):s  ii.  38i—They  both  referred  to  Chr'ift  as 
the  fovereign  dlfpenfer  of  the  influences  of  the 
Spirit,  the  one  indeed  in  a  fenfe  more  remotey 
and  the  other  direSily,  See  Mat.  iii.  11.  &c. 
and  A£ls  ii.  38.  &c. 

•  5.  Some  obligations  were  alfo  iimilar;  efpecially 
that  of  repentance.  See  Mat.  iii.  11.  AcSls  xxii. 
16. — Alfo  that  they  fhould  believe  on  Chrijl. 
Adts  xix.  3  —  5.  and  chap.  viii.  37.  —  Both  re- 
quired a  fuitable   reformation  of  life  and  condu(5^. 

§  14.  I  AM  led  by  an  attentive  and  impartial 

furvey 
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furvey  of  thofe  facrcd  paflages  that  have  any  re- 
ference to  the  baptii'mal  rite,  to  confider  it  in 
its  moft  general  nature^  as  "  the  inftituted  ordi- 
"  nance  of  a  regular  admijjion  into  the  vifible  khtg'- 
"  do?n  of  Chrift,  or,  as  it  is  foinetimes  called,  the 
"  kingddm  of  heaven;  wherein  the  ininijler  fo- 
"  lemnly  recognizes  the  fitnefs  of  the  baptized  to 
«  be  a  fubjefl  of  that  kingdom." 

I,  It  is   the  inftituted  ordinance  of  a   regular 
admiflion.     See  A6ls  ii."4i.     Charity,  and    the 
nature  of  the  cafe,   compel  me  to  conclude,   that 
there  are  many  whom   we   fliould  deem   fubjects 
of   Chrift's    kingdom,    even  in  its   vifible   form, 
who    were    never    admitted    into    it    minijlerially 
by  baptifm.     Among   whom  we  may  reckon  at 
leaft  the  promiftng    (not  to   fay   the   infant)    ofF- 
fpring  of  Antipaedobaptifts ;    many  well   meaning 
tho'  erroneous   difciples   of  Fox  and  Barkley, 
&c.      Nor    fhould    this    concelTion    feem    at    all 
ftrange    to  thofe   who  difclaim  the  pretended  in- 
fallibility  of  a  vifible  church.     But  however  wil- 
ling we  may  be  to  embrace  thefe  in  the  arms  of 
chriftian    charity,    as   fellow   fubjeds    of    ChriiVs 
kingdom,    yet  as  they   were   never  initiated   into 
it  by  the  folemn  right   of   baptifm,    we   cannot 
confider   them   as   regvhr  fubjecls. 

2.  It  is  an  ordinance  of  admilFion  into  the 
vifihle  kingdom  of  ChriH:.  Compare  Acl:s  vili. 
13.  X.  47,  48.  The  Redeemer's  kingdom  is  to 
be  confidered  in  two  refpecls ;  as  to  its  fpirituul 
fornij  and  its  external  admin ijiration.  Many,  no 
G  doubt, 
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doubt,  belong  to  the  for?ner^  who  have  no  re^ 
gular  connedion  with  the  latter-^  and  many,  it 
is  equally  certain,  are  introduced  to  the  Mcfli- 
ah's  kingdom  thro'  the  baptifmal  ceremony,  (even 
in  adult  age,)  who  are  not  the  fubjecls  of  his 
fpiritual  government.  It  is  highly  probable  this 
was  the  cafe  with  great  numbers  of  difciples  who 
followed  Chrift  but  for  a  feafon,  and  then  forfook 
him ;  we  might  alfo  inflance  in  Judas,  Simon  the 
forcerer,  &c.  And  many  will  fay  at  laft,  We  have 
eaten  and  drunk  in  thy  prefence,  who  yet  will 
be  difowned.  However  regular  the  admifllon, 
and  however  unimpeachable  the  external  allegi- 
ance of  fome  perfons,  they  may  be,  notwith- 
flanding,  efTentially  deficient  in  a  fpiritual  view, 
and  be  at  lail  tranflated  into  the  kingdom  of 
darknefs. 

3.  It  is  a  folemn  recognition  of  the  fitnefs  of 
the  baptized  to  be  a  fubje6t  of  that  kingdom. 
See  Mat.  xxviii.  19.  The  qualifications  of  the  fub- 
jecls muft  be  of  a  moral  nature,  as  before  fhewn, 
and  baptifm  does  not  produce  thefe  but  fuppofe 
them.  So  far  is  it,  therefore,  from  faving  a 
loul,  ex  opere  operato^  that  it  does  not  even  con- 
Jlitute  a  vifible  fubjeft  or  member,  but  only  r^- 
cognize  one;  and  fo  far  from  making  the  bap- 
tized a  child  of  God,  a  member  of  Chrifl,  and 
an  inheritor  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  in  the 
proper  fenfe  of  thefe  terms,  that  it  is  only  decla- 
rative of  his  fitnefs  to  be  a  fubjedl:  of  the  ex- 
ternal adminiftration  of  that  kingdom.  A(5ts 
viii.   13. 

4."  The 
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4.  The  pcrfon  whofe  right  it  is  to  determine 
this  litnels  is  the  min'iftcr  who  does  folemnly 
recognize  it.  See  Alat.  xxviii.  19.  Whatever  extra- 
vagant notions  have  obtained  refpeding  the  power 
of  the  keys,  in  admitting  into  the  kingdom  of 
heaven  or  (hutting  out  of  it,  there  is,  however, 
a  found  fenfe  in  which  this  power  is  afligned 
to  miniflers.  They  are  the  appointed  guardians 
of  the  inftitution,  and  have  a  negative  voice  in 
oppofition  to  all  claims.  If  they  abufe  this  pov/- 
er,  as  fallible  perfons  may,  to  their  own  Mafter 
they  ftand  or  fall.  Their  Sovereign  and  Judge 
is  at  hand. 

§  15.  (i)  Let  us  next  inquire,  by  fcripturc 
evidence,  into  the  things  reprefented  by  this  fig- 
nificant  rite.  PafTages  of  information  relating  to 
this  particular  are  very  numerous;  but  if  I  mif- 
take  not,  there  is  not  one  but  is  naturally  redu- 
cible to  thefe  two  heads,  viz.  hkjfmgs  exhibited 
by  it,  and  obligations  rcfulimg  from  it.  I  fhall 
begin  with  the  former. 

I.  One  of  the  important  bleiTmgs  exhibited  in 
the  ordinance  of  chriftian  baptifm,  as  in  a  bright 
mirror,  is  the  remiffion  of  fins.  A6ls  ii.  38.  In 
this,  as  obferved  before,  the  baptifm  of  Chrift 
agreed  with  that  of  John,  and  I  may  add,  with 
the  divers  baptifms  under  the  law  (Heb.  ix.  lo.) 
Indeed  it  is  not  eafy  to  conceive  how  there 
could  be  a  difpenfation  of  grace,  or  exhibition 
of  mercy  to  fallen  man,  in  any  period  of  time, 
without  including  this  bleirmg  as  an  ejjcntial 
part  of  it. 

G  2  2.  It 
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2.  It  exhibits  falvation  thro*  Chrtji,  Mark 
xvi.  i6.  I  Pet.  iii.  2i.  The  difplay  oi  fahatwn^ 
fimply  confidered,  is  not  peculiar  to  the  chrillian 
ceconomy,  more  than  the  remiflion  of  fins;  but 
the  peculiarity  of  the  one  and  the  other  bleffing 
under  the  gofpel  difpenfation  is,  that  they  are  ^ 
propofed  thro'  the  mediation  and  atonement  of 
the  MeiTiah  a^ually  come.  Now,  in  this  laft  moft 
perfe6l  and  unfhaken  eftabhfhment  of  rehgion, 
the  initiatory  rite  of  it,  baptifm,  exhibits  falva- 
tion and  life  eternal  to  its  highly  favoured  fub- 
jedls,  as  not  only  procured  by  the  merits^  but  alfo 
conferred  by  the   hands  of  its  divine  Founder. 

3.  In  chriftian  baptifra  is  exhibited  umon  and 
communion  with  Chrift  and  with  his  body  the 
church.  I  Cor.  xii.  13.  Rom.  vi.  3,  4,  &c. 
Col.  ii.  II  — 13.  Under  every  ceconomical  pub- 
lication of  mercy  to  the  apoftate  race  of  Adam, 
communion  with  God  was  a  privilege  fmgularly 
important.  This  Enoch,  Noah,  Abraham,  and 
indeed  all  the  faithful,  enjoyed  in  eveiy  age,  more 
or  lefs ;  and  the  fubjeds  of  thofe  difpenfation s, 
refpectively,  were  favoured  with  the  exhibition  of 
it.  But  it  is  our  diftinguillied  lot,  as  fubjecSts 
of  the  gofpel  kingdom,  to  have  communion 
with  Jehovah  as  our  God  and  Father  in  Chrijl^ 
with  whofe  meritorious  fufferings  and  perfect 
righteoufnefs  he  is  well  pleafed,  difplayed  to  us 
in  the  moft  explicit  and  endearing  terms,  and 
particularly  in  the  fignificant  inftitution  of  bap- 
tifm.     But    communion    with   Chrift    the    Son   of 

God, 
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God,  is  of  a  nature  ftill  more  difcrlminating. 
For  this  fuppofes  not  only  an  accefs  to  him  for 
fplritual  bleffings,  and  a  reception  out  of  his 
fuhiefs  of  a  Hberal  fupply,  but  alfo  a  twofold 
union\  the  one  federal^  the  other  myjikal.  He 
exhibits  himfelf,  therefore,  as  a  complete  covenant 
head,  to  his  vifible  church,  and  therewith  a  cor- 
refpondent  communion;  and  in  virtue  of  which 
general  exhibition,  a  foundation  of  hope  and  en- 
couragement is  adminiftered  to  all  without  ex- 
ception. And  whenever  the  ordinance  of  baptifm 
is  duly  adminiftered,  this  glorious  truth  is  rcpre- 
fented  and  figniiied.  Chrift  is  alfo  a  head  of 
Influence  \  this  truth,  equally  glorious  and  impor- 
tant, he  alfo  exhibits  in  the  fame  general  way  ; 
wherever  the  gofpel  and  its  ordinances  come, 
a  proclamation  is  made,  that  Chrifb  is  the  liead 
of  influence,  that  there  is  a  moft  precious  en- 
dearing communion  between  him  and  his  people, 
that  he  regards  them  in  point  of  nearnefs  and  tender 
love,  members  of  his  body^  of  his  flejh^  and  of  his 
bofies*.  And  as  Gbrift  is  thus  the  head,  all  quick- 
ened by  his  vital  influence,  are  members  in  par- 
ticular. Hence  arifes  the  communion  of  faints. 
For  as  the  body  is  one^  and  hath  many  members^ 
and  all  the  members  of  that  one  body^  being  many^ 
are  one  body  \  fo  alfo  is  Chrijl  and  his  Church; 
For  by  one  Spirit  are  %ue  all  baptized  into  one  body. 
See  alfo    i  John  i.  3. 

4.  It  exhibits  Chrift  as   our    fpiritual  covering 

and    complete   righteoufnefs .     Gal.  iii.   27.     Re- 

G  3  markable 

•  Eph.  V,  30, 
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markable  to  this  purpofe  are  the  words  of  Mr. 
Locke  — "  So  that  to  God,  now  looking  upon 
**  them,  there  appears  nothing  but  Chrift.  They 
"  are  as  it  v/ere  covered  all  over  with  him,  as 
*'  a  man  is  with  the  clothes  he  hath  put  on. 
"  And  hence  he  fays  in  the  next  verfe,  that 
*^  they  are  all  one  in  Chrift  Jefus,  as  if  there 
"  were  but  that  one  perfon  f ."  In  every  in- 
ftance  of  baptizing  into  Chrift,  an  exhibition  is 
made  of  him  in  this  illuftrious  view:  He  is 
jet  forth  a  propitiation.  He  is  difplayed  as  a  fun 
and  (hield,  a  robe  of  righteoufnefs  to  cover  our 
naked  fouls,  and  a  garment  of  praife  as  a  pre- 
fervative  from  forrow.  That  the  woman  fhould 
be  clothed  with  the  Sun^  the  church  enrobed  with 
the  Lord  her  righteoufnefs,  was  efteemed  a  great 
wonder  in  heaven  X^  and  fliould  be  marvellous  in 
cur  fight. 

§  1 6.  5.  In  baptifm  is  eminently  exhibited 
the  down-pouring  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  To  this 
John  bore  conftant  witnefs,  Mat.  iii.  11.  Mark 
i.  8.  Luke  iii.  16.  John  i.  33.  —  And  this  our 
Lord  confirmed,  A61s  i.  5.  — This,  moreover, 
Peter  repeats,  and  further  authenticates  for  the 
information  and  encouragement  of  the  Gentiles, 
A6ls  ii.  38,  39.— Thus  do  the  ancient  promifes 
and  prophecies  run  refpeding  thefe  divine  influ- 
ences, Prov.  i.  23.  Turn  ye  at  my  reproof, 
behold  I  will  pour  out  my  Spirit  miio  you.-— Ifa. 
xliv.  3.  I  will  pour  out  my  Spirit  upon  thy  feed, 
—Joel  ii.  28.  And  it  ihall  come  to  pafs  after- 
ward 

•f  Paraph.  In  Ioc»  %  Rcr,  xii,  i. 
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ward,  that  I  will  pour  out  ?ny  Spirit  upon  all 
fledi,  he.  that  is,  I  prefume,  "  Under  the  gof- 
*'  pel  difpenfation  I  will  make  an  exhibition  ©f 
"  this  invaluable  privilege  to  Jews  and  Gejitiles 
"  without  diflini^ion."  This  prediction  Peter 
applies  to  the  miraculous  efFufion  of  the  Spirit 
on  the  day  of  PentecoH-,  Acis  ii.  17,  18.  But 
that  he  does  not  exclude  his  cofumon  influences 
in  after  times  from  being  a  part  of  the  promife, 
appears  from  v.  29.  — To  the  fame  purpofe  is 
the  language  of  Zee.  chap.  xii.  10.  And  I  will 
pour  upon  the  houfe  of  David,  and  upon  the 
inhabitants  of  Jeruialem,  the  Spirit  of  grace  and 
of  fupplications,  &c.  Such  a  general  promife 
muft  intend  an  csconomical  exhibition  of  the  blef- 
fmg;  as  is  evident  from  the  apoftolick  writings, 
Heb.  iv.  16.  James  i.  5.  he.  And  efpecially 
from  our  Lord's  declarations  and  condu<Sl:,  Luke 
ii.  13.  John  vii.  37 — 39.^- Under  former  dif- 
penfations  God  granted  to  his  people  his  Holy 
Spirit ;  when  he  was  comparatively  but  as  the 
dcvj  unto  Ifrael,  or  the  f7nall  rain  on  the  tender 
herb ;  but  now  he  is  poured  on  the  Gentiles, 
and  jhed  abundantly^  not  only  thro'  the  mediation, 
but  alfo  by  the  a6lual  communications  of  Jefus 
Chrifl  our  Lord,  Tit.  iii,  6.  Ads  ii.  -t^^i^, 
X.  45.    John  i.   33. 

6.  Regeneration,  or  the  quickening  influ- 
ence of  the  divine  Spirit  on  a  fmful  foul,  is 
another  blelling  exhibited  in  the  baptifmal  rite. 
John  iii.  5.  Tit.  iii.  5.  From  the  evident  refe- 
rence baptifm  has  to  this  effed  of  the  Spirit  on 
G  4  the 
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the  fouls  of  the  redeemed,  the  ancient  Fathers 
termed  the  ordinance  itfelf,  Ha,-hiyUyia-ia^  regenera- 
tion. And  others  have  obferved  a  ftriking  ana- 
logy between  the  baptifmal  element,  and  the 
regenerating  efficacy  of  the  Spirit.  "  Water  is 
''  the  principle  of  very  many  living  things^  and 
"  in  their  creation  the  Spirit  brooded  on  the 
''  waters^  Gen.  i.  3.  The  earth  produces  fcarce 
"  any  thing  that  has  hfe,  either  of  the  vegetable 
"  or  reptile  kind,  unlefs  it  be  impregnated  with 
^'  water^  Pfalm  Ixv.  10.  The  very  generation  of 
"  the  human  foetus  is  faid  to  be  from  water^ 
"  Ifa.  xh^Ii.  I.  Pfalm  Ixviii.  27,  Thus  in  hke 
"  manner,  the  blood  and  Spirit  of  Chriil-,  as  tli^ 
"  myftical  watcr^  -are  the  principled  of  our  re- 
"  generation  and  new  creation.  John  iii.  5.  and 
"  as  that  IS figmjiedhj  the  water  of  baptifm,  fobap- 
"  tifm  itfelf  is  called.  Tit.  iii.  5.  The  wajlnng  of 
*'  regeneration^  and  renewing  of  the  Holy  GhoJI^, 
7.  Sanctification,  or  the  cleanfing  effe6t 
of  the  Spirit  on  a  polluted  foul,  is  a  mercy  very 
figniticantly  reprefented,  and  gracioufly  exhibited 
in  baptifm.  i  Cor.  vi.  11.  Ephef.  v.  26.  The 
%vajl:ing  away  the  filth  of  the  fiefij^  as  Peter  (1  Ep. 
chap.  iii.  21.)  calls  baptifm,  is  not  only  an  apt  and 
exprcflive  fgn  of  the  Spirit's  purifying  influence, 
but  alfo  a  divinely  appointed  mirror^  if  I  may  fo  ex- 
prefs  myfelf,  in  which  God  exhibits  the  blefTing  to 
all  thus  regularly  enrolled  among  the  fubje61:s  of  his 
kingdom,  in  the  mofi:  confpicuous  manner.  This 
remai"k  is  equally  applicable  to  all  the  ether  par- 
ticulars 

*  Witfii  Oecon.  Feeder,  Lib.  iv.  Cap.  xv".  §  24, 
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ticuiars  before  mentioned  as  to  this  of  fan6^ifica- 
tion.  And  it  is  a  diftincflion  I  could  wifh  ^the 
reader  fully  to  enter  into,  being  of  no  fmall  mo- 
ment in  this  debate,   as   will   appear   hereafter. 

§  17.  8.  What  crowns  all  the  other  blef- 
fings,  and  in  v/hich  indeed  they  are  all  virtually 
included,  is  man's  chief  and  all-sufficient 
good;  and  this  is  what  baptifm  exhibits  in  a 
very  exprefs  and  glorious  manner.  Mat,  xxviii, 
29.  — The  ever  adorable  and  blefled  God,  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft,  ufes  and  dignifies  this 
ordinance  for  the  purpofe  of  difplaying  his  won- 
derful condefcenfion  and  grace  to  every  fubje£l, 
introduced  thro'  this  avenue  into  the  vifible 
chriilian  kingdom,  thereby  explicitly  teflifying, 
as  of  old  to  Abraham,  that  he  is  God  all- 
sufficient.  He  declares  himfelf  a  merciful 
and  loving  Father^  an  almighty  and  gracious 
Redeemer^  and  moft  holy  San6iifier,  But  it  is  a 
confideration  peculiarly  worthy  of  our  regard, 
that  herein  he  does  not  merely  declare  what  he 
is  in  himfelf,  but  what  he  is  in  relation  to  guilty 
helplefs  flnners.  To  thofe  who  have  efcaped  the 
corruption  that  is  in  the  world  thro*  luft,  or 
have  been  regularly  entered  as  the  fubjeds  of 
the  Redeemer's  kingdom,  are  exhibited  exceeding 
great  and  precious  promifes,  that  by  thefe  they 
might  be  partakers  of  a  divine  nature.  2  Pet. 
i.  iv.  —  Blejfed  is  the  people^  comparatively  fo  at 
any  rate,  whofe  God  is  the  Lord^  who  are  autho- 
rized and  encouraged  to  approach  Jehovah  as 
the  obje6l  of  their  worlhip,  truft  and  confidence; 
G  5  and 
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and  blefled  in  a  manner  ftill  more  emphatical  if 
their  hearts,  however  corrupt  by  nature,  are  affi- 
milated  by  grace  to  his  moral  image.    Pfa.  xxxiii. 
12.    clxiv.     15.  — It    is    further  obfervable,    that 
the  unworthinefs,  yea  the  moral  unfitnefs  of  the 
fubjedli  does  not  eclipfe  this  glorious   truth;   for 
as  the  heavenly   Father   maketh   his   fun  to   rife 
on  the  evil  and  on  the  good,   and  fendeth  rain 
on  the  juft  and  on  the  unjuft,  fo  the  ceconomical 
4xhihition    of  himfelf,    under   the   moft  illuftrious 
and  endearing  chara6lers,   is   to  every  fubje^Sl   of 
his   gofpel   kingdom  without   exception.     What- 
ever   reception    his    mercy    meets    with    among 
men,   he    ahldeih  faithful,    he  cajinot  dc?iy  himfelf 
See   2    Tim.    ii.    11 — 14.      And  he   ftill  JJnneth^ 
even   in  darknefsy   tho'    the   darknefs    comprehendeth 
him  7:ot,     John   i.    4,  &;c. — This  hath  been   the 
common  and  exalted  privilege  of  the  fubjecSls  of 
every  difpenfation  of  true  religion  that  ever  was 
in    the    world,    viz.     That   Jehovah  gracioufly 
propofed  himfelf  to   them   as  their   chief    good. 
But  this  propofal^    or  revealed  exhibition,   of  the 
Great    Supreme    made    by    himfeJf  to    thofe 
whom  his  providence   fingled  out,   tho'   it  feems 
the  principal    and   moil  diflinguifliing  feature   of 
each    ceconomy,    from    the    firft    to    the    fecond 
Adam,   hath  yet  been    charaderized   by  different 
degrees  of  explicitnefs.     What  the  wdfe  man  fays 
of  the  path  of  the  jufl,   that   it  JJmies  ?nore  and 
more  to  the  perfect  day^  is  peculiarly    applicable  to 
the    gradual    openings    of    the     difpenfations    of 
grace.     The    fall    of  Adam    brought    upon    his 
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pofterity  a  night  of  moral  darknefs,  uncertainty, 
and  juftly  apprehended  danger;  while  additional 
difcoveries  were  made  of  the  divine  will,  and 
numerous  witneiTes  raifed  to  promulgate  the  cer- 
tainty and  approach  of  greater  and  better  blef- 
fings;  til],  at  length,  the  Sun  of  p.ighteous- 
NESS  appeared  to  illuminate  the  hemifphere  of 
the  gofpel  church,  as  a  prelude  to  a  ftate  of 
unclouded  and  immortal  glory.  By  the  gofpel 
life  and  immortality  are  brought  to  light,  and 
placed  in  full  view.  What  was  hidden  from 
ages  and  generations  is  now  made  manifeft  to 
the  faints;  and  they  are  encouraged,  with  open 
face,  to  behold  the  glory  of  the  Lord.  O  glo- 
rious privilege !  Bleffed  are  the  eyes  that  fee,  and 
the  ears  that  hear  thefe  things!  The  meaneft 
chriftian  hath  no  need  to  envy  the  dignity  of 
kings,  or  the  honour  of  prophets,  that  died  with- 
out this  fight.  And  let  not  the  reader  forget, 
that  the  very  exhibition  made  in  baptifm  of 
fuch  bleffings,  is  an  important  privilege. 

§  18.  (2)  The  things  ftgnified  in  baptifm  are 
either  blejjings  or  obligations },  we  have  confidered 
the  former,  and  now  proceed  to  the  latter,  which 
we  ftiall  find  to  be  great  and  important.     And 

I.  From  chriftian  baptifm  refults  the  obliga- 
tion of  repentance.  A6ls  xxii.  16.  Every  dif- 
play  of  divine  goodnefs  obliges  a  finful  creature 
to  repent,  (Rom.  ii.  4.)  but  an  exhibition  of 
mercy  and  forgivenefs  increafes  the  obligation. 
And  as  in  baptifm  are  held  forth  the  greatefi: 
mercies  and  blelfings,  it  mufl  proportionably  oblige 
G  6  to 
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to  a  difpofition  correfponding  thereto.  Now  tho' 
re7niffio7i  of  fins  be  reprefented  in  fcripture  as  general- 
ly granted  upon  repentance,  (Ac^s  iii.  19.)  it  does 
not  follow  that  ther6  is  no  remiflion  granted  with- 
out it;  but  this  is  clear,  that  adual  impenitence 
perfifted  in,  excludes  remiflion.  And  thofe  who  are 
the  jfubjeds  of  forgivenefs,  but  under  a  natural 
incapacity  to  repent,  may  be  faid,  notwithftand- 
ing,  to  be  under  obligation  in  this  fenfe,  viz. 
lliat  the  principle  of  holinefs  and  reditude,  from 
which  evangelical  repentance  muft  proceed,  is 
what  every  child  of  Adam  is  obliged  to,  or  ought 
to  poflefs.  And  the  natural  capacity  itfelf  is 
under  an  abfolute  obligation  to  fubferve  the  dic- 
tates of  that  principle. 

2.  From  baptifm  arifes  the  obligation  to  de- 
Jlroy  the  body  of  ftn,  Rom.  vi.  3,  4,  &c.  That 
the  paflage  now  quoted  refers  to  the  obliga- 
tion refulting  from  baptifm,  to  renounce^  to 
crucify^  to  defiroy  and  bury  fin,  is  evident  from 
the  conne£^ion.  The  ^poftle  had  been  fhewing 
that  a  fmner's  jujiification  was  obtained  freely  by 
the  righteoufnefs  of  Chrift  imputed,  and  fo  the 
privilege  not  founded  on  any  deeds  of  the  law, 
or  any  good  quality  whatever  in  the  perfon  juf- 
tined;  no  efforts  or  worthinefs  of  the  guilty  fin- 
ner  could  ever  deliver  him  from  the  condemna- 
tion of  fin.  This  repreferttation  of  the  fubjeil 
gave  rife  to  an  Antinomian  obje£^ion,  which  the 
TiDoftle  firft  reje61:s  with  abhorrence,  and  then 
particularly  refutes.  And  this  he  does  by  Ihew- 
jng  that  holinefs^   as   well   as  righteoufnefs,  is   an 
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efTential   part  of  the  chriftian  chara6ler;   that  fin 
muft  htfubducd  as  well  as  pardoned \  and  that  as 
our    righteoufnefs    was    obtained    by   the   perfe£t 
work    of  Chrift,   fo   our   faniftification   is   efFe6led 
by  virtue  of  a  vital   union  with  him.     Now  this 
myftical,  vital,  fpiritual  ujiion  is  one  of  the  great 
blefTings   exhibited  in   baptifm;    and  from    it   re- 
fult  the  moft  important  obligations.     Such  a  union 
requires  particularly,  that  we  fhould  concur  with 
the  grand  defigns  of  Chrift  as  the  Saviour  of  his 
people.     In    regard   to  ftn^   it  was   his   dcftgn   to 
refift  it  in  every  inftance,  to  renounce  it  in  every 
fliape,  to  nail  it  to   his  crofs,  and  fo   to  deftroy 
and  bury  it,  that  neither  himfelf  nor  his  redeemed 
people  fliould    be  in   any  refpe6l  voluntary  fub- 
je6ls  of  fin's  power;   he  of  its  imputative  force, 
they  of  its  enflaving  and  defiling  dominion.    The 
perfon    who    is    baptized    into   this    union    with 
Chrift,  (and  fo  is  every  one  that  is  baptized  at 
all)  is,   from  the   very   notion  of  fuch  a   union, 
under   an    obligation    of  univerfal   conformity  to 
this    important   defign.      Chrift  is   the   vine,   his 
difciples    and    fubje£ts    are    the    branches.      As> 
divine  juftice  dealt  with  fin  in  Chrift  the  furety, 
io  ought  we  to  deal  with  it   in  ourfelves*     In  him 
it  was  condemned,  crucified,  utterly  defiroyed  and 
buried;    our    union   with    Chrift    reprefented    by 
baptifm  obliges  to   a  cordial   concurrence   in  the 
fame  defign.     If  juftice  fpared   fin   in   Chrift,   fa 
may   we   in   ourfelves,   otherwife   not.     If  juftice 
avenged   itfelf  on  fin    in   our   reprefentative   and 
head,  fo  fliould  we  in   ourfelves.     Chrift,   in  his 
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tinparalleled  condefcenfion,  and  by  virtue  of  his 
federal  engagement,  became  fo  united  to  our 
imputed  fm,  that  he  and  fin  muft  live  or  die 
together.  If  he  had  not  died,  fin  had  not  died. 
If  he  had  not  been  buried,  fin  could  not  be  buried. 
Then  the  union  was  difiblved,  when  both  were 
dead  and  buried.  But  the  fame  glorious  power 
that  was  pleafed  to  bruife,  to  finite,  to  put  him 
to  grief,  and  facrifice  him  to  death,  when  united 
to  fin;  did,  when  he  became  difengaged  from 
it,  raife  him  up  to  immortal  life  and  glory.  Nor 
can  our  new  man  be  raifed,  till  our  old  man 
be  dead  and  buried.  Therefore,  infiead  of  che- 
rifhing  and  animating  in  ourfelves  the  monfier 
fin,  for  the  eternal  defirudion  and  burial  of 
which  Chrift  w^as  crucified  and  buried,  we  are 
under  the  ftrongeft  obligation  to  concur  with  his 
defign,  to  bring  it  to  a  ft  ate  of  death  and  keep 
it  there,  putting  our  foot  as  it  were  on  its  hor- 
rid neck  whenever  it  attempts  to  rife.  And  as 
Chrlft,  the  tree  of  life,  was  taken  from  the  trees 
of  the  wood,  and  after  his  death  planted  in  the 
earth,  that,  freed  from  fin,  he  might  grow  and 
llourifh  with  immortal  vigour;  fo  we  ought  to 
plant  ourfelves  with  Chrift,  that  our  corrupt 
nature  may  be  left  with  his  imputed  fin  and 
weaknefs,  and  our  fpiritual  nature  may  grow  up 
with  him  into  a  fimilar  fruitfulnefs,  vigour  and 
glory.  Or,  as  a  graft  cannot  participate  of  the 
fap,  life  and  fruitfulnefs  of  another  tree  except 
it  be  firft  fevered  from  its  old  ftock,  leaving  it  for 
ever  behind  j  fo  we  cannot  partake  of  fpiritual  life 
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and  frultfulaefs  from  Chrift,  but  by  being  fever- 
ed and  entirely  difengaged  from  our  finful  felves, 
that  we  may  grow  up  into  him  in  all  things. 
The  apoflle's  fimilitude  when  treating  of  the 
refurre6lion  is  not  inapplicable  to  the  fubje(5l  of 
this  myflical  union.  That  which  thou  fowefl  is 
not  quickened  except  it  die.  All  feeds,  and  fome 
fpecies  of  plants,  never  fpring  up  into  new  life, 
but  by  the  death  and  corruption  of  at  leaft  a 
part  thereof.  When  the  germcn  fprouts  forth, 
the  other  part  confumes  away  in  the  ground. 
Thus  as  baptifm  obliges  to  a  concurrence  with 
the  dejign  of  this  union  in  general^  which  is  ex- 
hibited in  baptifm,  fo  particularly  with  that  of 
mortifying  and  dejiroying  the  body  of  fin* 

§  19.  3.  From  baptifm  refults  the  obligation 
of  newnefs  of  life  and  heavenly-minclednefs.  Rom, 
vi.  4,  8,  II,'  13,  19,  &c.  And  this  is  peculi- 
arly enforced  by  the  apoftle  from  the  do^flrine  of 
vital  union  to  Chrift;  union  of  defign,  union  of 
intereft;  a  certain  onenefs  of  fpirit,  of  life,  light, 
and  liberty.  For  as  Chrift  is  rifen  and  afcended  . 
to  a  ftate  of  triumph  over  fm  and  hell,  a  ftate 
of  refined  pleafure,  and  an  inexpreflible,  ferene 
delight,  in  fpiritual  purity  and  the  beaaty  of 
holinefs;  fo  every  perfon  baptized  into  Chrift  is. 
baptized  into  his  life^  and  lies  under  the  ftrong- 
eft  obligations  of  being  thus  conformed  to  him> 

4.  From  our  baptifm  arifes  the  obligation  of 
an  inviolable  attachment  to  Chri/I  as  our  fupreme 
Mafter  and  Lord,  i  Cor.  i.  13.  Chrift  is  our 
mafteri    he   demands    of  us    to    regard    him   as 
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fuch,  and  he  alone  is  deferving  of  it:  No  one 
elfe  deferves  to  be  called  Mafter  on  earth.  And 
as  none  can  ferve  two  mafters  of  different  and 
oppofite  interefts,  with  the  fame  fidelity  and  af- 
fection; by  baptifm,  the  right  of  a  regular  en- 
trance into  his  family  and  fervice,  we  are  obliged 
to  be  faithfully  attached  to  him  and  his  intereft 
intirely.  Chrift  is  a  King^  and  his  church  is  a 
kingdom  (but  not  of  this  world)  and  every  fub- 
je6t  of  this  kingdom  is  in  loyal  duty  bound  to 
adhere  to  Chrift  as  the  lawful  and,  infinitely 
worthy  Sovereign. 

5.  An  obligation  is  laid  on  the  baptized  per- 
fon  to  feek  and  maintain  the  anfwer  of  a  good 
confcience  towards  God.  i  Pet.  iii.  21.  God's 
requifitions  and  demands  from  us  are  very  great 
and  awful.  As  a  holy  and  juft  God,  he  claims 
perfe6lion  of  ftate  and  obedience  from  the  crea- 
ture; nothing  fhort  of  perfedion  will  God  ac- 
cept, or  the  confcience  approve  of.  How,  then, 
can  a  finner  make  a  confident  appeal  to  God, 
when  anfwering  his  demands  as  a  judge,  or 
claiming  the  peculiar  blefiings  of  a  God  in  co- 
venant? What  provifion  is  made  to  calm  the 
furges  of  the  mind?  What  can  diflipate  the 
gloom  of  adverfe  providences,  or  fupport  the 
foul,  confcious  of  much  frailty  and  imperfedion, 
in  the  apprehenfions  of  approaching  death  ?  —  A 
confcioiifnefs  of  being  united  to  Chrift  as  the  rifen 
Saviour.  As  united  to  him  we  are  juftified  by 
his  refurre5lion\  2inA  faved  by  his  conftaat  inter- 
celTion,  his  heavenly  and  immortal  life*     In  bap- 
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tifm,  indeed,  are  reprefented  and  exhibited  God's 
all-fufficiency,  his  matchlefs  greatnefs  and  good- 
nefs,  the  boundlefs  and  unfathomable  riches  of 
his  grace;  and  a  cordial,  confcious  embracing  of 
thefe  bleilings  muft  fatisfy  confcience  and  pro- 
duce a  ferene  content  in  the  mind.  But  what 
the  confcience  has  to  do  with,  in  the  paffage 
above  cited,  is,  I  prefume,  more  immediately,  the 
claim  of  divine  juftice  and  holinefs.  The  refur^ 
re5lhn  of  Chrift  is,  then,  the  great  evidence  we 
have  that  juftice  is  fatistied  with  his  finiihed 
work,  and  fo  it  becomes  an  objective  ground  of 
confidence  to  the  confcience  (otherwife  terrified 
v/ith  guilt  and  condemnation)  in  its  reply  to  the 
divine  claims.  And  being  confcious  of  a  vital 
union  with  Chrifl,  the  coniideration  of  his  victo- 
rious refurreclion  and  triumphant  afcenfion  lays 
the  foundation  of  holy  joy  and  triumph.  But 
it  is  a  remark  not  a  little  important,  that  here 
the  remedy  is  proportioned  to  the  difeafe;  the 
anfwer  of  a  good  confcience  is  to  the  believer^ 
adequate  to  the  clam.ours  of  an  evil  confcience  to 
the   unbeliever. 

§  20.  6.  From  baptifm  refults  the  obligation 
of  filling  up  (honourably  no  doubt)  the  place 
of  departed  chriftians.  Rom.  xv.  29  What 
Solomon  remarks  of  the  generations  of  the 
world  of  mankind,  thro'  the  fucccfFive  revolu- 
tions of  time,  is  applicable  to  the  church  of 
God  in  the  world.  One  generation  paffeth  away^ 
and  another  generation  cometh^.     All   alike   make 

their 

«  Ecdef.  i.  4, 
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their  exit  thro'  the  gate  of  death  j  for  it  is  ap- 
pointed for  all  men  once  to  die,  by  an  irreverfible 
decree.  How,  then,  is  the  depopulated  kingdom 
of  Chrift  to  be  recruited?  When  perfecution 
■with  its  mercilefs  attendants,  and  the  wafting 
mefTengers  of  death,  render  the  church  hke  a 
ilefolate  illand,  how  is  it  to  be  colonized?  By 
conftant  fuppiies  from  the  wide  Vvorld.  The 
world  is  a  common  nurfery  from  whence  the 
church  is  planted;  but  the  watering  of  baptifm 
is  not  of  itfelf  fufRcient  to  enfure  the  future 
growth,  verdure,  and  fruitfulnefs  of  the  plants ; 
for  in  this  plantation,  the  church  vifible,  every 
plant  which  the  heavenly  P^ather  planteth  not 
(of  which  there  have  always  been  awful  inftan- 
ces)  fhall  be  rooted  up.  Paul  may  plant  and 
Apollos  may  water,  but  God  giveth  the  increafe. 
But  notwithflanding  this,  minifters  are  commif- 
fioned  to  tranfplant  and  to  water,  leaving  the 
event  to  God.  But  to  fpeak  without  a  figure, 
it  is  evident,  that  when  any  are  brought  into 
the  church  regularly  by  baptifm,  to  fill  up  the 
room  of  others,  they  are  obligated  to  do  it 
honourably  and  ufefully;  even  as  a  member  that 
is  chofen  into  any  body  corporate,  or  a  foldier 
to  fill  a  place  in  a  rank  or  regiment. 

7.  From  the  ordinance  of  baptifm  arifes  the 
obligation  of  waiting  for  the  promlfe  of  the  Spl^ 
rit.  A(f!s  ii.  38,  39.  viii.  12—17.  The  gof- 
pel  difpenfation  is  eminently  difiinguifh.ed  from 
all  preceding  it,  by  a  rich  difplay  and  commu- 
nication of  the  influences  of  the  Spirit,  not  only 

in 
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in   a  miraculous  way,    but    alfo  as    a    SanSlifier^ 
and    efpecially    as    a    Comforter^    to    the    church. 
And  as  this  is  a    blcfling  of  unfpeakable  value, 
and    mofl    explicitly   exhibited    in    chriftian    bap- 
tifm,  every  perfon  to  whom  it  hath  been  admi- 
niftered  is  under  the  ftrongefl  obligation  to  feek. 
and     wait     for    all    neceffary    divine    influences. 
This  is  the  un6i:ion  from  the  Holy  One  which 
we  all  want ;    and^  thro'   the  divine  mercy,  there 
is  in  the  inftitution  of  baptifm  a  foundation  laid 
for  the   mod  importunate   and    unwearied  appli- 
cation for  all  needful  fupplies  thereof.     We  can 
never    be    too    ardent    and    importunate    in    our 
defires  and  prayers  for  the  illuminating,   quicken- 
ing, teaching,  and  transforming  influences  of  the 
Spirit,     And   this  incefiant  breathing  of  the  foul 
after  the  divine  influences,   is  not  only  its   inte- 
reft    and    comfort   when    fo    employed  i    but,    in 
confequence    of  baptifm,    where   the   bleffing,  by 
virtue   of  the   divine    appointment,   is    clearly   fet 
forth,  it  is  what  every  fubjecl  is  abfolutely  obliged 
to  do.     And  as  no  one  can  be  fo  far  replenifh- 
ed   as    not  to    need   further   fupplies,    the  obliga- 
tion muft  be   conftant,     thro'   eveiy  ftep    of  our 
life. 

§  21.  8.  Another  oWigatlon  highly  impor- 
tant refulting  from  chriftian  baptilm,  is  an  abfo- 
lute  devotednefs  to  the  grace  and  fovereign  will 
of  God,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost. 
Mat."  xxviii.  19. —  Baptifm  (ug  opo//.a)  into  the 
name  of  Father,  Son  and  Spirit,  implies  an  obli- 
gation, 

(I)  To 
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(i)  To  receive  this  God,  and  him  akne^  for 
our  God,  as  the  obje<^  of  our  worfhip,  the  fo- 
vereign  of  our  heart,  and  our  everlafting  portion; 
to  the  abfolute  difavowal  and  renunciation  of  all 
competitors  whatfoever. 

(2)  To  receive  him  under  the  reprefentation 
here  given  of  himfelf,  as  Father,  Son  and  Holy 
Spirit.  That  thefe  three  terms  belong  to  God 
only,  and  not  the  firfl:  to  the  true  God,  and 
the  other  two  to  beings  of  an  inferior  claf?, 
(and  if  at  all  inferior^  they  mujfl  be  infinitely  fo) 
feems  evident  from  the  manner  in  which  they 
are  conne(51ed;  for  from  this  nothing  lefs  can 
be  obferved  than  equality  among  them.;  and  the 
importance  of  this  remark  rifes  ilill  higher  when 
we  reflect,  that  the  goodnefs  of  God,  -^  his  de- 
teflation  of  idolatry,  — the  excellency  of  the  gof- 
pel  above  other  religions,  — and  the  exalted  cha- 
racier  of  Jefas  as  the  founder  of  it,  — are  necef- 
farily  degraded  if  this  be  not  the  fa6t.  For  thus 
to  alTociate  the  terms.  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit, 
in  a  folemn  ordinance  of  religion,  the  very  in- 
troduSfory  ordinance,  on  fuppofition  that  an  infi- 
nite difparity  fubfifts  between  the  objedls  they 
refer  to,  appears  like  putting  a  dangerous  ftum- 
bling-block  at  the  very  porch  of  the  chrifbian 
temple.  But  his  true  difciples  have  not  fo  learn- 
ed Chrifl;  and  wifdom  is  juftified  of  her  child- 
ren. 

(^3)  Every  baptized  perfon  is  laid  under 
obligations  of  duty   to  Father,   Son,    and  Spirit, 

refpe^ively 
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refpeSflvely^  according  to  the  fcripture  reprefenta- 
tions  of  thefe  divine  Perfons,  and  their  feveral 
relations  to  him,  whether  abfolute  or  exhibited 
only. 

(4)  Another  obligation  included  in  the  form 
of  adminiftration  is,  cordially  to  embrace  the  in- 
finite mercy,  grace,  and  love  of  God,  herein 
exhibited.  Every  expreffion  of  benevolence  and 
favour  from  God,  obliges  the  perfon  to  whom  it 
is  directed,  to  anfwerable  gratitude;  but  no  one 
that  hath  been  admitted,  by  baptifm,  into  the 
number  of  Clirift's  regular  fubje6ls,  can  fay  that 
he  hath  not  had  reprefented  in  his  baptifm  un- 
fpeakably  great  and  glorious  bleffings,  and  this 
he  may  be  as  certain  of  as  he  can  be  of  the 
/^^— THAT  HE  WAS  BAPTizBD.  Whether  he 
be  certified  of  his  baptifm  by  the  evidence  of 
fenfe^    or    competent    human    teJlUnotiy^    does    not 

alter  the  cafe;  to  be  fure  of  the  fa6i  is  to  be 
equally  fure  of  the  exhibited  blelfing  and  the 
correfpondent  obligation. 

(5)  To  be  influenced,  adluated,  transformed, 
direded  and  governed  by  that  mediatorial  grace 
and  mercy  Vv-hich  is  difplayed  by  the  medium 
of  this  ordinance.  Tho'  the  divine  mercy  be 
like  a  mofl  delightful  fun-fhine,  in  itfelf,  yet 
mankind  are  fo  fituated  in  the  prefent  ftate  as 
not  to  be  benefited  by  it  but  by  reflection. 
(See  2  Cor.  iii.  18.)  The  face,  or  perfon  of 
Chrift,  —  the  infpired  records,  —  the  ordinances 
and  inftitutions  of  the  gofpel,  —  and  this  initia- 
tory rite  in  particular,   do  eminently  anfwer  this 

important 
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important    end.     And  in  proportion  as   this   lail 
does  fo,  the  baptized   perfon  is  obliged  by.  it. 

(6)  To  be  abfolutely  devoted  to  the  fovereign 
will  of  God;  fo  as  to  be  at  his  command  and 
difpofal  in  every  refpe6l.  As  our  Creator,  Re- 
deemer, and  San6^ifier,  he  hath  an  undoubted 
right  to  us;  all  we  are,  all  we  have,  and  all 
we  do;  which  right  being  evidently  reprefented, 
and  as  it  were  refle^Sied,  by  the  ordinance,  to 
every  fubje6t  of  it,  obliges  to  a  fuitable  anil 
adequate  devotednefs  to  his  will. 

§  22.  Having  now  confidered  the  bleflings 
exhibited  by  baptifm,  and  the  obligations  refulting 
from  it,  by  an  attentive  regard  to  what  the 
New  Teftament  fays  on  the  fubje(3:,  I  proceed 
to  make  fome  remarks  that  feem  to  follow  from 
the  whole  as  obvious  conclufions.     And 

(i)  Whatever  bleflings  are,  according  to 
the  fcripture  account,  reprefented  and  exhibited  by 
baprifm,  there  are  anjwerahle  obligations  refult- 
ing  from  them,  tho'  not  particularly  fpeciiied. 
And  this  appears  from  the  very  nature  and 
fpring  of  moral  obligation;  for  one  perfon  is 
obliged  to  another  in  proportion  as  he  is  indebted 
to  him,  fo  that  to  be  under  obligation  to  ano- 
ther, with  refpecSt  to  univcrfal  jujliccj  is  the  fame 
as  to  be  his  debtor;  and  the  nature  and  degree 
ef  this  debt  mufl  be  afcertained  by  the  compa- 
ratfve  ivorthinefs  of  the  perfon  to  whom  we  are 
indebted,  in  all  thofe  refpe61s  in  which  we  fup- 
pofe  him  to  have  a  demand  or  claim  upon  us. 
For   infiance,    if    obedience    be    the   debt,   then  it 

fliould 
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(hould  be  according  to  the  worthlnefs  of  the 
comparative  authority  requiring  it;  if  the  debt 
be  gratitude^  it  fliould  be  according  to  the  wor- 
thinefs  of  the  beneiits,  or  expreiTed  benevolence, 
of  the  party  benefiting,  compared  with  the  wor- 
thirefs  or  unworthinefs  of  the  party  benefited; 
and  ;.f  the  d;bt  be  love  or  benevolence,  it  (hould 
be  according-  to  the  worthinefs  or  excellence  of 
the  perfon  himfelf,  which  worthinefs  confifts  in 
the  joint  confideration  of  greatnefs  and  goodnefs. 
Let  us  apply  thefe  reflections  to  the  prefent  cafe. 
God  is  infinitely  great,  and  inftnitely  good; 
hence  every  intelligent  being  is  under  infinite 
obligation  to  love  him,  becaufe  he  is  infinitely 
excellent  and  worthy,  yea,  is  worthinefs  itfelf  in 
every  poffible  refpe6t.  —  God's  benefits  to  man 
are  emanations  from  his  matchlefs  benevolence, 
and  the  greatnefs  of  thofe  benefits  exhibited  in 
the  gofpel  difpenfation,  or,  w]iiich  is  the  fame 
thing,  in  its  initiatory  rite,  are  of  unparalleled 
excellence  and  importance.  Behold,  fays  an  in- 
fpired  Apoftle,  what  manner  of  love  the  Father 
hath  befiowed  on  us!  And,  fays  another,  To  us 
are  given  exceeding  great  and  precious  promifes. 
The  riches  of  Chrift  are  unfearchable  riches; 
then  what  mull:  be  the  gift  of  Chrift  himfelf! 
And  what  muft  be  the  mifTion  of  the  Divine 
Comforter!  What  a  worthinefs  of  favour  is 
here,  and  what  a  call  to  gratitude !  Again,  God's 
authority  is  fupreme,  and  its  worthinefs  is  infinite  ; 
and,  as  every  exhibition  of  mercy  and  favour 
defigned    for    finners,   and   addre^'ed   to   them   as 

fuch. 
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fuch^  claims  from  them  a  fuitable  and  corref- 
ponding  tribute  of  gratitude,  and  tlie  obligation 
or  debt  rifes  and  multiplies  as  the  favour  does, 
it  follows,  that  the  moil  free  and  fovereign  grace 
of  the  gofpel  muft,  in  this  refpevSt,  have  all  the 
force,  influence  and  authority  of  a  law  upon  all 
to  whom  it  is  diredled.  All  the  exhibitions  of 
gofpel  bleffings,  therefore,  have  an  authoritative 
and  binding  power,  (for  this  is  necefTarily  im- 
plied in  the  very  idea  of  obligation)  even  when 
they  are  not  delivered  in  a  commanding  form; 
but  when  a  difregard  to  gofpel  bleflings  is  de- 
clared^ in  the  mod  exprefs  terms,  to  be  difpleaf- 
ing  to  God  and  deftruilive  to  ourfelves  j  when 
we  are  pofitively  told,  that  a  non-compliance  with 
the  propofals  of  mercy  is  the  fame  infult  as  to 
charge  the  God  of  truth  vj'ith  impious  falfhood^ 
(i  John  V.  10.)  the  authority  v;ith  which  gof- 
pel grace  appears  invefted  is  infinitely  important, 
From  thefe  confiderations  it  appears,  that  where- 
ever  we  meet  with  a  benefit  or  bleffing  exhibited 
in  baptifm,  we  may  as  fafely  conclude  that  an 
anjwerahle  obligation  refults  therefrom,  as  if  that 
obligation  were  mentioned  in  form.  —  Another 
conclufion,  which  is  in  a  manner  the  converfe 
of  that  now  mentioned,  is  the  following,  viz. 
That  whatever  obligations  we  find  fpecified  in 
the  New  Teftament  as  a61:ually  connected  with 
baptifm,  or  derived  from  it,  we  may  be  fure 
that  the  foundation  of  that  obligation  is  laid  in 
the  cxliibition  of  anfwcrahle  benefits^  tho'  not 
exprefs iy  mentioned  in  that  view. 

§  23. 
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§  23.  (2.)  If  the  above  reprefentation  of  the 
nature    and    defign   of   this    ordinance    be    juft, 
it  may  contribute    to   vindicate   the    right  ufe  of 
two  very  important  terms,    commonly    employed 
in  the  controverfy,    liable   to   abufe,   and,  may  I 
not   add,    very   feldom    explained  in  a  confident 
manner?    I    mean  the  terms    seal    and    cove- 
nant.    Hardly  any  thing  more  common  in  ex- 
plaining the   nature   of   baptifm    than  fome  fuch 
phrafe   as   this  —  "  It  is    a   fign  and  fed  of   the 
gofpel  covenant" :    and  the  authority  ufually  uro-- 
ed  in  favour  of  this  application  of  the  v/ord  feal^ 
is  what    the   Apoftle  fays   touching  circumcifion, 
Rom.   iv.  II.  And  he  received  the  fign  of  circum- 
cifion^ a  ^-S.M.  of  the  right eoufnefs  of  the  faith  which 
he   had  yet  being  uncircmncifcd.    Waving   a   parti- 
cular    difcuflion    of    the    many    ftrange     things 
this    notable    paflage    has    been    made    to  fpeak, 
and  the  abfurd   dedu6^ions  following   thereupon  ; 
•I  would   obfeiTC,  that   the  chief,    if  not  the  on- 
ly,  fource  of  thefe  miftakes,   has  been   owing  to 
the    want  of  a   proper  attention   to  the  different 
ufei  of  SEALS  among  the  ancients,   in  connexion 
with   the    different   acceptations  of    the  term    co- 
venant. 

The  word  covenant^  as  I  fhall  Ihew  more 
fully  afterward,  frequently  intends,  in  the  holy 
fcriptures,  a  gracious  decree^  the  exhibition  of  a 
free  protnife^  or  the  like,  direded  for  the  ufe  of 
any;  and  in  the  above  text  the  exhibited  blef 
fing  is  the  righteoifnefs  of  faith.  This  is  the  di- 
vine proclamation,  full  of  mercy  and  grace,  that 
H  righteoufnefs 
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righteoufnefs   and  eternal    life   fhould   be  received 
by  falth^  as   that  is  oppofed   to  work  and  merit  ; 
which  by  no  means    implies,  that   the  blefling  is 
never  communicated   to    any  of  the  human  race 
but  in  confequence  of  a  certain  a6t  of  the  mind 
called  believing.     Prevailing  unbelief  it  is  true,  ex- 
cludes all   actual   intereft   in  the  contents    of  the 
gracious  charter ;  as  it   indicates   a   want  of  uni  - 
on  with  the  divine   Saviour,   which  is   the  grand 
foundation    of  our   being  accepted  as    righteous : 
and  true  belief    for  a   funilar   reafon,    entitles  to 
that  righteoufnefs  which  faith   regards.  But  faith, 
or  believing,    as  an   a^  of  the  mind,  is  not  the 
fundamental   and   elTential   bond  of  union  j  for  in 
that    refpe6l   the    fpirit   of    Chrift,    whereby    the 
fallen  fmner  is  apprehended,   is    the   bond;    and 
which    may    fubfift  without  the  exigence   of  any 
fuch  adl,    as    all    muft    allow  who   admit  that  it 
appears   agreeable    to    the    divine    conftitution   to 
impute  righteoufnefs   to   infants,  who    have    nei- 
ther works  nor  faith.     This  is  fufficient  to  fhew 
tliat    the   righteoufnefs    exhibited  and  reckoned  to 
Abraham,     which   was   the  infinite  merit  of    the 
divine  Interpofer,    may  have  its  complete  effedl  on 
fome  of  the  human  race,  without  any  adual  re- 
flipulation   on  their  part :   tho'  at  the  fame  time, 
it  lays  them  under  obligations  of  a  fuitable  return, 
whether   defigned    for  life  or  death.     And  if  fo, 
here   is  a  covenant^    (if  we  intend  thereby  an  ap- 
plication    of    mercy   and    righteoufnefs)      without 
any    fealing,    or    fo  much    as    confeniing^    on  the 
part    of   the    perfon   benefited. 

Among 
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Among  the  ancients,  as  well  as  the  mo- 
derns, the  ufe  of  seals  was  various ;  and  by- 
no  means  confined  to  contrafis^  or  agreements  be- 
tween two  or  more  parties.  An  atSt,  patent,  or 
charter,  &c.  of  a  monarch  is  fealed,  as  weJI  as  a 
mutual  contract.  Seals  were  affixed  to  letters  and 
decrees,  I  Kings  xxi.  8.  Edh.  iii.  12,  15.  Chap, 
viii.  8,  10.  &c.  &c.  In  fliort,  merchants  were 
w^ont  to  put  a  feal  or  mark  (ufually  on  a  thin 
piece  of  lead,  not  wax)  on  their  commodities  ; 
different  things  were  fealed  for  fecurity  againft 
intrufion  and  deceit,  as  bags,  chefts,  doors,  &c. 
Thus,  for  inftance,  God  fays  (Deut.  xxxii.  34.) 
Is  not  this  laid  up  in  ftore  with  me,  and  fealed 
up  among  my  treafures  ?  And  thus  Job  fays, 
(Chap.  xiv.  17.)  Viy  tranfgreflion  is  falcd  up 
in  a  bag.  When  Daniel  was  caft  into  the  lions* 
den,  a  ftone  was  brought,  and  laid  upon  the 
mouth  of  the  den^  and  the  king  fealed  it  with 
his  own  fignet;  {Dan.  vi.  17.)  and  the  ftone  on 
our     Lord's    fepukhre  was   fealed^    (Mat.    xxvii. 

66.) -When,    therefore,  the  apoftle,  ftiles   cir- 

cumcifion  a  feal  of  the  righteoifjufs  of  faith^  it 
feems  an  unwarrantable  liberty  to  infer,  that  the 
feal  here  referred  to  muft  neceflarily  be  that  of 
a  reftipulator  in  acceding  to  the  terms  of  a  con- 
trail ;  as  if  the  faith  of  Abraham,  or  of  his 
defcendants,  or  of  any  other  whofe  faith  Jhculd 
he  in  uncircumcifion,  gave .  exiftence  to  circamci- 
fion  as  a  feal.  Why  oot  rather  confider  it,  as 
what  the  eternal  King  has  thought  fit  to  affix 
H  2  to 
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to  an   a£i  of  grace  P    What  the   inftrument  to  be 
fealed  contained,  was  an  exhibition  of  righteoufnefs ; 
and,   for   confirmation  that  this  righteoufnefs  was 
recommended,  as  the  only  foundation  of  a   fm- 
ner's   hope,    and  as  an    all-fufficient    introduction 
to  eternal   blifs,    God  appointed   circumcifion    to 
ratify  or  feal  it,     This    inftrument  or    covenant 
contained  glad  tidings    of  great  joy,  which  fliould 
be  firft  to   the   houfe    of    Ifrael   principally,    and 
afterwards  to  all   nations  ;     it  was  the  gofpel   in 
miniature.    And   the  feal  was  to   continue  until 
the  feed  fhould  come ;  when  exprefs  order  fhouJd 
be    given    for    its    abolition,  to    make    way    for 
another.     But    as  long   as  this   ordinance  conti- 
nued in  force,   it   exhibited^   not  only  to  the  fub- 
jecSt  himfelf  but   to   all  who    (hould    obferve    it, 
whether  male  or  female  —  nor  only    while     the 
ceremony  was  performed,  but  in   every  period  of 
life  —  the  certainty  of  thefe  glad  tidings.     If   any 
doubt   arofe   concerning    either  the  covenant  blef- 
ftngs  or  obligations   reprefented,  they   were  to  have 
recourfe   to  circumcifion,    as    the    broad    feaJ    of 
heaven;  whereby    they   might    be    certified,    that 
the   former  continued    in   full    force  and   virtue, 
by   way    of   exhibition,    for   their    ufe,    whether 
male    or  female ;    and    that    the  latter  were    un- 
avoidably   incumbent    on  them. 

§  24.  Let  us  now  advert  to  what  Mr.  B.  has 
to  fay  on  this  fubje£t.  "  If  Dr.  Lightfoot's 
verfion  of  Rom.  iv.  11.  and  his  obfervation 
upon    it,    be    jufl  3     there  can    be    little    reafon 

for 
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for  calling  haptlfm  a  fcal  of  the  covenant^  on 
account  oi  cWcumctfion  being  denominated  a  fcal 
of  righteorfnefs.  His  tranflation  of  the  text,  and 
part  of  his  remark  upon  it,  are  as  follow.  "  Jnd 
he  received  the  fign  of  circumcfio7i^  a  fcal  of  the  right- 
eoufiiefi  of  the  fa'tth^  which  SHOULD  HEREAFTER 
BE  in  uncircumcifioru  Which  Jhould  be^  not  which 
had  been.  Not  what  had  been  to  Abraham^  as 
yet  uncircumcifed ;  but  wliich  fhould  be  to  his 
feed  uncircumcifed;  that  is,  to  Gentiles  that 
fliould  hereafter  imitate  the  faith  of  Abraham.^' 
AVhich  verfion  and  interpretation  (adds  Mr.  B.) 
are  agreeable,  fo  far  as  I  can  perceive,  both  to 
the  fcope  of  the  pafTage  and  the  letter  of  the 
text.  For  the  Apoftle  does  not  reprefent  cir- 
cumcifion  as  a  feal  of  righteoufnefs  to  the  Jew-s, 

in  common  j     but    to  Abraham,  in  particular. 

Or,  if  our  brethren  m\ift  needs  call  it  [baptifm] 
a  feal  of  the  covenant,  v/e  deiire  to  be  inform- 
ed, what  fpiritual  blejfing  it  afcertains,  really  afcer- 
tains  to  infants,  any  more  than  to  unbelieving 
adults,  who  have  at  any  time  been  baptized; 
or,  than  circumcifion,  to  fimilar  chara(3:ers,  un-^ 
der  the  former  ceconomy  ?  Millions  of  Jews 
were  circumcifed  in  their  infancy,  and  numbers 
of  Profelytes,  who  lived  and  died  in  rebellion 
againft  the  government  and  grace  of  God.  Si- 
mon the  forcerer,  profefling  faith  in  Jefus  Chrifl, 
though  he  had  it  not,  was  baptized  by  Philip  i 
and  many,  no  doubt,  in  former  aad  latter  ages, 
have  been  baptized  on  a  fimilar  profeflion,  whofc 
H  3  condu(5l 
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conduct  difgraced  the  chriftian  characler.  Now, 
muft  we  confider  thefe,  all  thefe,  as  having  had 
the  righieoufnefs  of  faith ^  or  the  covenant  of  grace^ 
RATIFIED  or  SEALED  to  them?  Far  be  it! 
Why,  then,  fliould  baptifm  be  reprefented 
at  every  turn,  and  without  hefitation,  as  a 
Jeal  of  the  covenant,  when  applied  to  in- 
fants?^'! To  this  I  will  fubjoin  the  following 
remarks  from  Dr.  Stennett.  "  The  practice  of 
affixing  feah  to  covenants  is  of  very  early  date. 
The  ufe  and  intent  of  it  is,  to  bind  the  parties 
contracting  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  conditions 
agreed  on  between  themj   and  to  preferve  to  that 

end,  an  authentic   proof  of    the   tranfadion. 

Now  IF  this  be  the  pradice  alluded  to,  there 
is  an  impropriety  in  the  phrafe  itfelf,  of  pcrfons 
having-  a  right  to  the  fe.al  of  the  covt:nant :  for  if 
fealing  be  a  matter  rather  of  duty  tlvan  of  right^ 
to  ufe  this  kind  of  language  is  much  the  fame 
as  to  fay,  that  perfons  have  a  right  to  do  their 
duty.  But  what  I  have  principally  to  obferve  is, 
that  it  follows  from  this  account  of  the  ufage 
of  fealing,  that  intereft  in  a  covenant  does  not 
in  all  inftances  give  perfons  a  right  to  the  feal 
of  it,  or,  in  other  words,  m.ake  it  their  duty  to 
affix  their  feal  to  it.  A  man  may  be  included 
in  a  covenant  or  benefited  by  it,  who  is  no 
way  a  party  to  it,  and  whofe  fignature  there- 
fore is  not  at  all  requifite.  Children,  for  in- 
(lance,  frecjuently  derive  advantages  from  cove- 
nants 

■J-  Padob,  Exam.  p.  313. 
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nants  whicli,  with  all  the  authentic  forms  of 
them,  exited  long  before  they  were  born."  f 
And  on  Rom.  iv.  11.  he  further  remarks: 
"  Abraham  believed  in  the  promife  of  God  re- 
fpecling  the  Mefllah,  and  by  voluntarily  fuhymttlng 
to  circumcifion  in  obedience  to  the  divine  com- 
mand, he  gave  clear  evidence  of  his  faith  ;  and 
fo  circumcifion  became,  in  regard  of  h'lm^  a  feal 
or  authentic  proof  of  his  juftification  ;  it  was  a 
feal  affixed  by  Abraham  himfelf  to  the  cove- 
nant, and  an  attcftation,  on  the  part  of  God, 
to  his  intereft  in  the  bleihngs  of  it.  And  in 
the  fame  light  it  might  be  confidered  in  regard 
of  ethers^  who  fubmitted  to  it  in  r'lper  years, 
and  upon  the  conviclion  of  their  judgment.  It 
v.'as  an  exprelTion  of  their  affent  and  confent 
to  the  covenant,  and  fo  a  feal  affixed  by  them 
to  it.  And  it  was  on  the  part  of  God  (to 
fpeak  with  reverence)  a  feal  affixed  by  him 
to  the  covenant,  that  is,  a  gracious  affiirance, 
with  refpedi:  to  thofe  who  thus  in  faith  fubmit- 
ted   to   it,    that    he   would    pardon,   accept   and 

fave  them.  || It  is  eafy  to  fee  that  baptifm 

cannot  be  a  feal  of  the  righteoulhefs  of  faith, 
that  is,  of  their  juftification,  to  infants,  they  not 
having  faith  :  nor  can  it  be  in  regard  of  them  a 
teft  of  new  obedience,  they  not  'voluntarily  fuh- 
mining  to  it."—  And  again,  "  Circumcifion  was 
a  token  of  the  covenant  between  God  and  Ahra" 
ham,  A  pofitive  arbitrary  fign,  inftituted  by  God 
H  4  to 

•f  S'sAnfwerta  A,  p.  105,     {|  p.  107, 
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to  bring  to  remembrance  that  tranfa^^ion,  in  the 
fame  manner  as  the  bow  in  the  heavens  was 
appointed  by  God,  as  a  token  of  the  trarfa^lion 
hetween  him  and  Noah  J"  §  Thus  I  have  endea- 
voured to  give  thefe  gentlemen's  objections  and 
reafons  all  the  ftrength  they  admit  of;  nor  have 
I  defignedly  evaded  the  force  of  any  one  cir- 
cumflance ;  but  forbear  further  quotations,  to 
avoid  prolixity:  concluding,  that  if  thefe  pofiti- 
ons  are  fairly  and  folidly  refuted,  as  far  as  they 
tend  to  oppofe  Poedobaptift  principles,  this  is 
fuiBcient  for  my  prefent  purpofe.  I  only  ob- 
ferv'e  here  previoufly,  that  if  the  reader  will  give  ' 
himfelf  the  trouble  to  confult  and  weigh  im- 
partially what  I  have  faid  in  the  laft  fe<Sl:ion, 
mof^j  if  not  all  that  is  here  r,dvanc€d,  is  in  ef- 
fect anfwered  or  precluded.  However,  I  fliall  not 
decline  a  more  particular  examination  of  what 
they   urge. 

§  25.  Whatever  appearance  of  argument 
there  is  in  thefe  quotations,  againft  the  propriety 
of  calling  circumcifion  and  baptifm  hi  gerieral^ 
that  is,  confidered  merely  as  hijVitntions^  inde- 
pendent of  the  genuine  faith  of  the  fubje(5t, 
feals  of  the  covenant,  is  reducible  to  thefe  po- 
rtions.   "  Abraham's     covenant    was     a  con^ 

trail  between  God  and  Abraham,  and  as  fuch 
required  a  jnutuol  agreement  of  both  parties.  — - 
Mr.  B.  will  have  it,  that  circumcifion  was  not 
a   feal   of   rig^jteoufnefs   to  the  Jews  in  comtnon  ; 

but 
§  p.  109. 
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but  to  Abraham,  /«  particular,  Dr^  S.  mainr 
tains  that  it  was  fo  to  all  believing  Jews  ;  but 
both  agree,  that  it  was  not  a  feal  of  righteouf-. 
nefs  to  Jewifh  infants:  and  the  common  reafon 
is,  that  they  were  not  capable  of  ajjenting  or 
fubmitting  to  tlie  contract. And  on  thefe  ac- 
counts baptifm  is  not  a  feal  of  righteoufnefs  to. 
any    infants,  or   even  aduks"    who   are   not  true 

believers." Here  are  feveral  things  taken  for 

granted  which  ought  to  have  been  firfl:  proved. 
And,  firft,  I  maintain,  it  is  not  true  that  what 
is  called  the  Abrahamic  covenant  was  a  contra£i 
between  God  and  Abraham  \  as  if  it  could  not  be 
properly  termed  God's  covenant  to  or  with  Abra-. 
ham,  without  the  latter*s  believing  confent,     P'or, 

I.  Nothing  is  more  clear,  than  that  the  firfl: 
publication  of  mercy  to  our  fallen  parents  (Gen. 
iii.  15.)  was  of  the  nature  of  a  free  promife.  We 
may,  perhaps,  not  improperly  call  it,  The  firfl: 
edition  of  the  covenant  of  grace  that  was  ever 
publifhed  and  revealed  to  man.  Nor  was  it  in 
their  power  to  alter  its  nature  as  a  covenant. 
Their  not  believing  could  not  have  made  the 
faith  of  God  of  no  efFe6t.  The  revealed  and  ex- 
hibited blefling  was  God's  covenant  to  man,  or, 
if  you  pleafe,  with  man,  which  amounts  to  the 
fame  thing  in  regard  of  God's  tranfacbons  vvith. 
fmners,  independent  of  his  a  (Tent  and^  confent 
to  the  terms  of  it.  For  God.  to  publifli  his 
covenant  to  fmners,  few  or  many,  is  one  thing; 
and  for  thefe  to  give  it  a  cor^lial  reception,  is. 
H  5  another. 
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another.      Such   a    tranfaaion,     on    the  part    of 
God,    may   ftand  on  the  moft  abfolute  founda- 
tion ;    and  if  we  believe   not,   he  abideth  faithful 
and  true  to  his  declaration :  but  a  believing  con- 
currence,  or  a  difpofition  fuited  to   fuch   an  exhi- 
bited  favour,   is  what  proceeds   from  a  very  dif- 
ferent difpenfation ;   that  of  the  Spirit  of  grace  in 
executing  the   hidden  counfel  of  Heaven. —  The 
covenant  of  grace  is   one.    In  its  original  inter- 
nal form,   which   comes  under   the   notion  of   a 
contrafft    or    mutual    agreement   in    the    ftri(5t:eft 
fenfe,     it    is    perfectly    abfolute  -,    as    founded   on 
the    fovereign    pleafure    and    irreverfible    decrees 
of  God.     It    is    alfo  abfolute    in   its  exhibition  to 
fome  rather   than  to   others ;    for    in    this   fenfe 
as  well  as  the  former  it  may  be  faid,    God  will 
have  mercy  on   whom  he  will  have  mercy,  and 
compaflion   on   whom   he    will  have   compaflion.. 
Whatever  is   conditional   of  it   is    on  account   of 
man's  free    nature   and   God's   7noral  government. 
Its   publication  and  exhibition  to  man,   as  a  free 
age?it^  folicits  and   requires    his  approbation  —  his 
obedient   reception   of    what   is    propofed   to  him 
by    his     Creator     and    Benefador.      But    man- 
kind  beins;   univerfally   fmners,  and  as  fuch  infi- 
nitely unworthy  ;  and  what  is  more,  totally  averie 
from   what  is  required  of   them  j   no  foul   could 
be  faved  if    the  covenant    in    its    abfolute  internal 
form  did  not  enfure  the  diredtion  of  its  bleffings 
to  the  intended  perfons  ;    as  alfo  a  difpofition  fuit- 
ed  to   their   enjoyment.     Thus,  when    God  gave 
Adam   and  Eve  an   abllraa  of   his  covenant  of 

redemption, 
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redemption,  which  was  abfolute  and  infallible 
in  its  internal  form  as  fettled  in  the  divine 
counfel  ;  the  exhibition  of  it  was  alfo  abfolute^ 
both  to  them  and  all  thofe  of  their  pofterity 
who  fliould  be  informed  of  it :  importing,  that 
there  was  mercy  with  God  that  he  might  be 
feared.  Yes,  not  lefs  abfolute  than  his  cove- 
nant of  the  night  and  of  the  day ;  which 
no  one,  furely,  will  maintain  was  fealed, 
certified,  confirmed,  or  made  more  abfolute,  by- 
the  ajfent  and  fubmijjion  of  man,  to  whom  it  was 
given.  It  was  in  that  very  difplay  and  promul- 
gation of  it  an  unfpeakable  blefling ;  and,  as  fuch,, 
abfolutely  obliged  them  to  fuitable  acknowledg- 
ments J  previous  to,  and  independent  on  any 
difpofitions  of  the  perfons,  whether  good   or  bad, 

And  not  only  fo,  but  it  is  highly  probable 

the  inftitution  of  facrifices  was  given  to  Adam, 
as  a  feal  of  the  covenant,  as  well  as  a  type  of 
Chrift.  "  For,  (as  Witsius  obferves)  the  /;//?/- 
tutiom  which  commemorated  fm,  alfo  figniiied 
and  fealed  xhQ  future  expiation  of  it  by  the  Mef- 
fiah."  *  Again  he  fays  :  "  Thefe  facrifices  were 
feals  of  God's  covenant.  For  though  there  is 
a  difference  between  facrifices  and  facraments  for- 
mally confidered ;  becaufe  facraments  are  given 
by  God  to  men,  but  facrifices  are  offered  by 
men  to  God  :  never thelefs,  there  is  no  reafon- 
why  the  confideration  of  a  facrament  and  facri- 
H   6  fice 

•  WjTJc  Occont    Fad.  Lib.    iii-  Cap.  iii,   §  x. 
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fice  may  not,  in  different  refpeds  concur  in  one 
and  the  fame  thing.  For  even  facrifices  are 
given  by  God  to  men,  that  is,  are  injVituted  by 
divine  authority ;  that  by  thefe  ceremonies,  the 
coming  of  the  Son  of  God  in  the  flefh,  &c. 
might  be  fignified   and    sealed.''  f 

2.  Not   lefs   abfohite  was  God's   covenant  or 
free  promife  to    Noah,     (which  Dr.    S.    quaintly 
calls  a  "  tranfa<Si:ion  between    Him  and    Noah") 
that  he  would  drown  the  world    no   more  by  a 
flood.     This  was    a   fcafonable    covenant    granted 
to  Noah,  to  all  mankind,   and    literally    to    eve- 
ry  creature    capable    of  the    benefit ;     and   parti- 
cularly fo,    as   it   was    an    adumbration    of    the 
covenant    of    grace,  or  conneded  with    it.     But 
what  is  very  remarkable  is,  that  God's  covenant 
to   Noah,    and   his  feed  for  ever,    was    confirm- 
ed   and    fealed,    by    a    token    on    the    part    of 
God  only ;  independent  of  any  confent   and  fub- 
?niJJion  on  the  part  of  Noah  and  his  defcendants. 
God   made    a    covenant,    and  fet    his  bow  in  the 
cloud  as    the    confirming  feal   of  it ;    but  where 
was  Noah's  affent  and   fubmiflion,   on  behalf  of 
himfelf,    his    poflerity,    &c.    to  render    the  con- 
tra6l  valid  ?    For  if   it  was    a  covenant    made 
with  all  flefh,   (hould  it  not,  on   the  principle    I 
am    oppofmg,    have    the    confent  of   the    parties 
contained  in   it,  as  the   imprejfwn  a£iive^  before  it 
could  be   faid  to  be  ratified  or  fealed  to   them  ? 
Rather  1  would   alk,   is  not   the  rainbow  a   figu 

and 

■f"   Id.  Lib,  1*7,     Cap,  vli,    §  vii, 
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and  confirming  feal  of  God's  covenant  not  lefs 
to  the  atheiftical  pbilofopher  than  the  grave  di- 
vine ?  Nor  (hould  we  fuppofe  that  fallen  finners 
are  fo  far  complimented,  and  that  God's  /«/?/- 
Udions  are  fo  liable  to  be  degraded  and  nulli- 
fied, as  that  nothing  could  be  a  fcal  of  his  co- 
venant to  men,  but  what  they  are  pleafed  to 
make  valid,     by  their  faith    and  fub7mJfio?i. 

§  26.  3.  What  has  been  faid  of  the  difpenfa- 
tions  of    God's  covenant   to   Adam  and   Noah, 
with   their  refpedive   feals,   is   applicable    to   that 
publication   of  it  made  to   Abraham ;     but  with 
fome  remarkable  circumftances  of  limitation  in  re- 
gard   of  the  additional  bleffmgs  exhibited,  and  the 
fuper added  feal  of  it,    circumcifion.     The  former 
were  principally  addrefled  to   Abraham's  defcen- 
dants    in    the  line  of    Ifaac  and  Jacob,    though 
not  exclufivel)^,  for  a  gracious  provifion  was  made 
in  favour  of  profelytes  and  their   feed  ;    and   the 
latter    was   confined  to   Abraham's    inale    defcen- 
dants,   and   thofe  of  the  profelytes.     This  reftric- 
tion  of  the  feal  of    the  covenant,  to  be   applied 
only  to  the  males,   was,  we  may  be  fure,  found- 
ed on  the  wifefi  and  jufteft  reafons;  and  may  be 
in  fome  good  meafure   accounted  for,  by  attend- 
ing  to   the  civil    and    ecclefiaftical  polity   of  the 
Jews,   in   connedlion    with  the  Saviour's     incar- 
nation.    To  inveftigate  the  particular  reafons   of 
this   reftridion,    my   prefent  argument    does    not 
require.       I     would    only    add,   that   as    the  in- 
ftitution  of     facrifices  was   a  feal   of  the  former 
difpenfations    ot    the    covenant,    and    a    part  of 

family 
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family  religion ;  we  ought  not  to  infer  that  Abra- 
ham's female  defcendants  had  no  feal  of  God's 
covenant  in  common  with  the  males.  All  that 
can  be  faid  of  them  is,  that  they  were  deprived, 
by  an  exprefs  reftriction,  of  this  additional  feal^ 
for  reafons  the  moft  proper ;  while  they  enjoyed 
every  thing  elfe  in  common.  So  far  then  (hould 
we  be  from  fuppofing,  that  a  Jewifh  circumci- 
fed  7jiale  had  not  in  his  flefh  the  feal  of  God's 
covenant,     even    from    infancy ;    that  I  think   it 

may  be  juftly  affirmed the  female   part  was 

highly  obliged  to  the  divine  goodnefs  for  what 
may  be  properly  termed  a  feal  of  the  righteouf 
nefs  of  faith  ;  —  to  affure  them  of  bleffings  ex  - 
hibited  to  them^  and  of  their  important  obli- 
gations. If,  therefore,  God's  covenant  of  re- 
demption to  fallen  man,  in  its  external  form 
and  manifeftation,  is  nothing  elfe  but  a  decla- 
ration of  fovereign  grace  and  a  divine  rights 
eoufnefs ;  which,  in  everlafting  tranfcendent  love  and 
compaffion,  is  provided  for  the  ufe  and  fervice 
of  wretched  fmners,  who  Jive  within  the  pale 
of  fuch  a  declaration:  and  if  to  this  God  inftitute 
a  fign,  yet  not  a  mere  fign,  but  a  confirming^ 
token  —  a  demonftrating  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  what  is  teilified,  and  of  God's  infal- 
lible, unchanging  veracity be  that  fign  what 

it  may,  and  dire6led  to  be  applied  or  adminifter- 
ed  to  the  fubjects  of  a  difpenfation  indifcrimi- 
nately ;  or  elfe  exprfsly  refriSted^  for  wife  ':ini}i! 
obvious  reafons,  to  a  certain  clafs,  as  in  circum- 

cifionj 
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cifion  to  the  males  only  :  is  there  not  the  great- 
eft  propriety  in  calling  fuch  a  tokea  th£  seal 
of  God*s  covenant^  perfectly  unconneded  with 
and  independent  of  the  faith  of  the  fubjecl,  as 
in  the  cafe   of  Jewifli  infants  ? 

§  27.  But  this  is  not  all.  The  principle  I 
am  oppofmg,  is  fraught  with  an  inconvenience 
little  Ihort  of  a  grofs  abfurdity.  For  this  im- 
plies, "  that  circumcifion  became  a  feal  or  au- 
thentic/r*?^  of  their  juftificatlon,  only  to  thofe  of 
riper  years,  who,  upon  conviction  of  their  judg- 
ment, fuhmitted  to  that  erdinance ;  and  the  fame 
rule  (our  opponents  contend)  holds  as  to  the 
ordinance  of  baptifm."  This^  it  is  evident,  the 
above  quotations  maintain,  and  the  following 
propofition  is  the  fum.  "  Then  only  may  cir- 
cumcifion and  baptifm  be  termed  feals^  when 
they  are  proofs  of  juftification  to  perfons  fub- 
mitting    to   them." —  Now  I    afk, 

I.  May  we  infer  that  a  man  is  certainly  in  a 
juftified  ftate,  and  what  is  more,  affured  of  his 
juftification,  becanfe  he  has  fuhinitted  to  an  infti- 
tuted  ordinance,  fuch  as  circumcifion  or  bap- 
tifm ?  If  not,  how  can  his  affixing  his  feal  ta 
the  covenant,  which  according  to  Dr.  S.  muft 
be  matter  of  duty,  be  any  proof  to  him  of  his 
juftification  ?  Previous  to  this  duty  of  fealing  the 
covenant,  the  performer  muft  either  be  affured 
of  his  being  in  a  juftified  ftate,  or  he  is  not  : 
if  the  foriner^  how  can  the  obfervance  of  fuch 
an  external  right  be  a  proof  to  him  of  his  juf- 
tification ?.  What  is  defigned  it  fee  ns,     for  this 

externaT 
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external  right  to  perform,  has  been  before  ef- 
feded  by  other  means*.  As  a  proof  then  it 
comes  too  late,  if  the  perfon  was  affured 
of  righteoufnefs  antecedently.  But  if  he  was 
not  aflured  previous  to  his  performance  of 
the  duty,  and  yet  was  confcious  of  no  infince- 
rity  of  heart,^  is  the  mere  addition  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  duty  a  feal  or  certain  proof  to 
him  that  he  is  juftified  t  It  fhouid  feem  tlien  that 
no  perfon  v/ho  fubmits  to  baptifm  upon  con- 
vi6lion,  and  who  is  confcious  of  no  hypocrify, 
can  be  at  a  lofs  to  determine  upon  the  good- 
nefs  of  his  ftate ;  for  baptifm  is  to  him  a  feat 
whereby  he  may  be  certified  of  his  juilification. 
But  if  this  be  true,  how  comes  it  to  pafs  that 
any  fmcere  fouls,  who  have  made  that  fubmif- 
fion,  are  yet  harafTed  with  fears  and  doubts 
refpeding  their  ftate  ?  or,  muft  we  pronounce 
them  all  hypocrites  and  unfound,  who  hefitate 
about  their  intereft  in  Chrift,  and  maintain  that^ 
in  this  refpe<3:,   he  who    doubteth  is  damned  ? 

2.  If  it  be  fald,  that  baptifm  is  a  feal  to  thofe 
only  who  have  real  fa'ith^  and  that  fuch  per- 
fons  only  may  be  affured  of  juftification  and  the 
confequent  bleflings  of  the  covenant ;  I  reply, 
that  then  it  follows,  that  baptifm  can  be  no  feal 
to  any  but  fuch  as  have  the  affurance  of  faith  : 
for  if  they  doubt  of  the  nality  of  their  faith,, 
they  muft  proportionally  doubt  that  baptifm  is  a 
feal ;  and  the  confequence  will  be,  that  fmce^ 
en  the  principle  I  am  oppofing,  baptifm  is  a  feaF 
of  the  covenant  as  a  duty  performed  by  the  be- 
liever 
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liever,  and  on  the  part  of  God,  an  atteftation 
of  his  intereft  in  the  bleffings  of  the  covenant ; 
—  God's  atteftation  is  no  attellation  to  any 
who  doubt  of  the  reahty  of  their  faith,  and  fo 
is  a  feal  of  a  certainty  that  certifieth  nothing  ! 
3.  There  feems  but  one  method  of  evading  this 
conciufion ;  and  that  is,  that  hov^^ever  douttful 
a  perfon  may  be  of  his  fiate  before  or  at  his 
baptifm,  yet,  after  he  has  fubmitted  to  the  duty 
upon  conviction,  he  may  be  affured  of  his  intereft 

in   the   bleHings   of  the  covenant. Yet  this 

cvafion   is   of  no  ufe,    except   we  borrow  for  its 
aid   another  principle,  which  maintains,  that   the 
ordinance    produces    a    real   moral  change    in  the 
fubjecSl,    ex  opere  operato.     For  if  it  be  faid,  that 
the    certainty    is    obtained    from   God    after  we 
have   in  faith  complied  with  a  known  duty,  and 
from    the   confideration   of    our  fubm.itting  to  it 
ai  fuch  ',    I    would    fain   know   how  this    rather 
than   any  other  duty,    enjoined  by  the  fame  au- 
thority,  becomes  an   evidence  ©f    our    intereft   in 
covenant  blefllngs  ?   or,    how   we    are  certified  of 
a    divine    atteftation   to    our   juftification  in   any 
other   way,  than  we    may   infer   from   any   otlier 
chriftian    duty    whatever?    Is    it    not     abfolutely 
inconceivable    how    baptifm    can   be  a    confirming 
feal  of  our  interell  in  Chriil:  and  his  benefits,  on 
the   part   of"    God,    in  any    other  fenfe  than  all 
other  duties   may  be   fo  termed  when  performed 
by  faith  ?    And  if  fo,  it  follows  from   our   oppo- 
nents'  own  principles,   and  contrary    to  what  Dr. 
S.  maintains,  that   neither  baptifm  nor  circumci- 

fioa 
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fion  can  be  any  dijlingulflnng  feah  at  all,  any  more 
than   any  other  moral   duty  performed    in  faith. 

4.    From    the    above    confiderations    it    muft 
alfo   follow,  if    Mr.    B.    and    Dr.    S.  are    right, 
that   circumcifion    could    not    be    a   feal    of    the 
righteoufnefs   of  faith,  even  to  Abraham   himfclf, 
contrary  to  the  Apoftle's  exprefs  v^ords,  (Rom.  iv. 
II.)    as  an  inflitution  ;  without  a  fupperaddcd  re- 
vealed affurance   given  him   of  the  reality    of  his 
faith  and  fubmiflion.     And   thus  we  are  driven, 
at   length,    to    this   conclufion,    that  circumcifion 
was     no    feal   to    Abraham   or   any  of    his    de- 
fcendants     but     in     confequencc     of     the     fealing 
of  the   Spirit;    and  the   purport  of    God's    lan- 
guage  to    Abraham    muft    be    (Gen.   xvii.    9  — 
14.)     "  Though    I   enjoin   upon  thee,    and   thy 
feed  after  thee,    the   right   of  circumcifion   as    a 
token  of  the  covenant  betwixt  me  and   you  ;  yet 
it  fhall   be  no  token  of  confirmation,  no   feal  of 
the  covenant  at  all,   but  to  fuch  of  you  as  have 
previoufly    the    infallible    witnefs    and  fealing   of 
my  Spirit,  to  certify  you  of  the  undoubted  reali- 
ty  of  your    faith   and    fubmifTion.    And  obferve 
further,  that  this   honour  is   not  to  be   extended 
to   thy  feed  who  fhall   be  circumcifed  in  infancy; 
for,     not    having   faith,     it  can    be    no    feal    to 
them  :    no,  this  honour  is  referved  for  thofe  wha 
Ihall  be  bought  with  money   of  any  ftr anger,  or 
any  profelytes   not  of  thy  feed  ;    and  thefe  muft 
be  fealed  by   the  Spirit,    or   have  the    certainty  of 
their    intereft    in   the   covenant,    before    they   have 
any  juft  grounds  to  conclude  that  circumcifion  is 

to 
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to  them  tlie  feal  of  my  covenant.'*     But  is  this 
a  declaration   worthy  of  God  ? 

5.  It  therefore  follows,  on  Dr.  S's  hypothc- 
fis,  that  to  be  of  the  feed  of  Abraham,  was  a 
privilege  not  worthy  to  be  compared  with  that 
of  a  profelyte.  To  Jacob  and  the  patriarchs  for 
inftance,  circumcifion  was  not  a  feal  of  the  co- 
venant, for  they  had  no  faith  when  circumcifed; 
but  the  profelyte  of  a  day,  who  fubmitted  to 
the  rite  upon  conviction,  had  in  his  flefh  a  con- 
firming feal  of  his  juftification.  Had  not  a  na- 
tive Jew  here  an  irrefiftible  temptation  to  envy 
the  profelyte?  A  Jewifh  mafter  to  envy  the  pri- 
vilege of  his  fervant  bought  with  his  money, 
even  fuppofmg  their  piety  to  be  equal  ?  How 
happy  thofe  children  above  others,  who,  through 
the  neglecl  of  their  parents,  or  any  other  acci- 
dent, were  left  uncircumcifed  in  their  minority; 
whereby  they  had  an  opportunity  in  riper  years 
to  fuhmit  to  the  important  rite,  and  thereby  of 
obtaining  a  feal    of   their  juftification  ! 

§  28.  Aware  of  thefe   inconveniences,  Mr.  B. 
avails   himfelf   of    Dr.    Lightfoot's   verfion  of 

Rom.  iv.    II.   and  his  remark   upon  it "  A 

feal  of  the  righteoufnefs  of  the  faith,  ys\\\Q\\ Jhould 
hereafter  he  in  uncircumcifion.  V<I\\\d\  fhould  he^ 
not  which  had  been''  Why  the  Dr.  Ihould  fup- 
ply  the  elliptical  paflage  (t»;j  iv  rv  uy-fo^vcix)  ivhich 
in  uncircumcifion^  with  a  Jhould  hereafter  he^  re- 
quires no  fmall  critical  difcernment  to  determine. 

I  THINK   it  muft  be   allowed  by   any    impartial 
competent  judge,    that    th<i    fupplied   part  of  the 

fentence 
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fentence   is  far  fetched^  and    fhould   not  be   pre- 
ferred without   manifeil:   necefTity.      The  Vulgate 

Latin    renders   it qua  est   in  prceput'w ;    the 

Syriac    Verfion  is    rendered quis    fuerat; 

the  Arabic  qua  erat  ;    and    the  ^Ethiopic 

thus  :  Et  circwncfio  fegnaculnm  jujlli'ia  ejus  fiat 
(^umn  et  dedit^  l^  ftg7ium  ejus,  ui  ei  inmtfcerct 
ce  hoc^  quod  per  fdem  Deus  jufl'ificaret  Abraham 
cumn  non  fuit  iilo  tempore  circumcifus.  The  fcope 
of  the  pafTage  is  evidently  this  :  The  apoflle 
in  profecution  of  his  grand  proof,  that  juflifica- 
tion  and  eternal  life  are  not  obtained  by  human 
worthinefs,  works  or  obfervances  of  our  own, 
but  are  folely  and  abfolutely  the  fruit  of  fove- 
reign  grace ;  fhews  that  this  docSh-ine,  though 
more  clearly  revealed  in  the  gofpel,  was  yet  the 
common  language  of  preceding  difpenfationSr 
That  this  was  the  import  of  the  Jetvijh  difpen- 
fation,  David  tefliiieth,  ver.  6.  Even  as  David 
alfo  defcrihcth  the  blejjtdfiefs  of  the  man  unto  whom 
God  impiiteth  righteoufncfs  without  works.  And 
that  this  method  of  acceptance  through  grace 
and  a  divine  righteoufncfs,  was  not  peculiar  to 
the  circumcifion,  but  belongs  to  the  uncircum- 
cifion  alfo;  appears  from  the  hiftory  of  Abra- 
ham, whom  the  Jews  were  fo  ready  to  boaft 
of  on  every  occafion.  Ver.  9.  Cometh  this  hlef- 
fednefs  then  upon  the  circumcifion  only,  or  upon 
the  uncircumcifion  also  ?  For  we  fay  that  faith 
(as  contradiftinguifhed  from  works  or  any  man- 
ner of  worthinefs  of  his  own)  was  reckoned  to 
Abraham  for    righteoifnefs.    Ver.    10.  How  was   it 

then 
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then  reckoned  P  When  he  luas  in  circtimcifton^  or 
in  uncircumcifton  ?  Not  in  circumcifion^  but  in  un- 
circumcifion,  Ver.  11.  And  (K.at)  as  a  following 
confideration,  many  years  after  the  righteoufnefs 
of  faith  was  made  known  to  him,  he  received 
the  fign  of  circumcifton^  a  SEAL  of  the  righteoufnefs 
of  the  faith  which  (the  relative  having  a  refpetl 
either  to  the  antecedent  faith  or  righteoufnefs  *) 
he  had  (or,  pofTefled)  in  uncircitmcifian ;  that  un- 
circumcifed  ftate  juft  fpoken  of.  That  the  phrafe, 
f.v  nn  ccxfo^v^oc,  refers  to  Abraham's  uncircumcifed 
fiaie  rather  than  to  the  Gentiles^  in  this  place, 
may  appear  from  what  immediately  follows.  To 
the  intent  that  he  might  be  the  father  of  all  be- 
lievers^ — i.  a  confpicuous  example  to  Jews  and 
Gentiles  that  juftification  .is  not  the  confequence 
of  ceremonial  obfervances,  or  any  human  merit, 
worthinefs  or  confideration  whatever;  — {^l  aKfo$v- 
■ciots;)  thro*  uncircuincifion,,  —  by  reafon  of  his  be- 
ing the  favourite  of  God  in  his  uncircumcifed 
ftate,  as  well  as  after ;  —  to  the  end  that  righteouf- 
nefs might  be  imputed  unto  them  also.  Ver.  12.  And 
that  he  might  be  the  father  of  circwncifion^  —  that  is, 
of  fpiritual  circumcifion  ;  (an  inconteftible  inllance 
that  the  blejfings  exhibited  in  and  by  that  rite, 
and  of  which  circumcifion  was  the  feal^  were  not 
intended  for  chriftian  gentiles  exclufively,  but  had 

refpecSl 

*  ^/r  (ambigunm  eft,  ct  referendum,  vel  i.  ad  fidem:  vel 
potius,  2.  ad  juftitiam  fidei,  h.  e.  qiiam  ex  fide  exceperat )  eft  in 
prtefutlc,  Eflius. —  Fidti  ^ftw  (vel,  yarf  fuerat  j  Erafmus,  Pagninus, 
Tremellius,  Flaccius  Illyricus,  &c.  veJ,  recept^^  Beza,  Pifcator  j 
vtl,  quam  habuide  di^nofckur,  Zegcrius)  in  pretputit,  Potz  Syncp, 
in  loc. 
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refpefl)  to  them  who  are  not  of  the  circuinciftGn 
O N LT^  hut  aljo  walk  in  the fieps  of  that  faith  of 
cur  Father  Abraha7n^  which  he  had  (iv  m  ax^o^viiet) 

being     yet    imcircumcifed, Thus    the    Apoftle 

cuts  off  boafting  on  either  fide.  The  Jew  had 
no  ground  to  flight  the  Gentile,  nor  the  Gen- 
tile to  flight  the  Jew.  The  grace  of  the  cove- 
nant was  exhibited  and  applied  to  Abraham  hc^ 
fore  circumcifion ;  and  yet  circumcifion  was  infti- 
tuted  as  a  fign  and  feal  of  the  fame  grace,  right- 
eoufnefs,  or  covenant,  to  the  Jew.  I  would  fur- 
ther remark as  juft    criticifm  requfres,  that 

fimilar  renderings  fhould  be  given  to  fimilar 
phrafes  in  the  fame  connection,  it  feems  an  un- 
accountable liberty  to  render  the  fame  phrafe, 
£»  T»)  a;cpo,5yf;a,  in  vcr.  II.  as  referring  to  the 
Gentiles^  which  in  ver.  12.  mufl  be  referred  to 
Abraham's  ft  ate  of  uncircumcifion ;  while  at  the 
fame  time  there  is  no  pretended  neceffity  for  fuch 
a   variation. 

§  29.  Thus,  I  think,  we  may  pronounce  Mr. 
B*s  favourite  interpretation  of  the  pafTage  in  quef- 
tion  —  far-fetched  and  unneceffary.  But  fuppofing 
he  were  indulged  with  Lightfoot's  critical  wea- 
pon, I  prefume  it  would  be  but  of  little  fervice 
to  him ;  fmce  there  is  another  confideration  that 
fo  blunts  it,  as  to  render  it   perfedly  innoffenfive. 

Now   fuppofing,   without  granting,   that  Abra- 
ham's circumcifion  being  a  feal  to  him,  that  the 
Gentiles    fliould,    in  fome  after  period,    be  jufti- 
fied  by  faith,  were  the  meaning  of    the  contro- 
verted 
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verted  text ;  what  is  the  confequence  ?  Why,  if 
ver.  II.  implies  that  he  received  a  feal  to  aflure 
him  that  righteoufnefs,  (or  by  a  periphrafis,  the 
righteoufnefs  of  faith)  would  be  imputed  to  the 
future  Gentiles  without  ceremonial  obfervances, 
works  or  worthinefs  of  their  own;  ver.  12.  muft 
in  like  manner,  from  the  conne£iion  of  the  two 
verfes,  neceilarily  imply,  that  he  had  the  fame 
confirming  feal  to  aflure  him  of  the  fame  im- 
portant truth  in  relation  to  the  Jews.  He  re- 
ceived a  feal,  of  what  ?  Of  righteoufnefs.  What 
kind  of  righteoufnefs  ?  That  which  is  of  faith, 
as  oppofed  to  legal  obfervances,  works,  merit,  or 
worthinefs  of  the  creature.  Who  fliould  be  the 
happy  objects  of  this  favour  ?  The  uncircumci- 
fion  ;  fuppofe  the  Gentiles.  But  to  what  end  was 
fuch   a  feal    given  to  Abraham  ? 

I.  liloat  he  might  he  the  father^  or  the  ap- 
pointed and  highly  honoured  pattern,  of  all 
among  the  Gentiles  in  the  mofl  diftant  periods, 
who  ihould  obtain  righteoufnefs  and  falvation 
of  free  and  fovereign  grace^  exclufive  of  works 
of  righteoufnefs  which  they  Ihould  do.  Thus  it 
was  that  he  received  mercy,  without  any  works 
of  the  law  ;  and  therefore  properly  ftiled  the/tf- 
ther  of  all  among  the  Gentiles  who  fhould  have 
no  pretenfions  at  all  to  any  ceremonial  and  legal 
righteoufnefs  of  their  own.  And  was  this  the 
only  defign  of  his  receiving  circumcifion  as  a  feal  ? 
Far  from  it,  for, 

2.  Another 
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2.  Another  very  important  one  is  immediately 
fubjoined,  ver.  I2.  and  that  he  might  be  the 
father  of  clrcumafton^  a  similar  pattern  to 
the  Jews  alfo^  that  none  of  them  may  truft  to 
the  law,  ceremonies,  or  any  other  confideration  : 
and  thofe  among  them  who  were  beholden  to 
mercy,  as  Abraham  was,  without  works,  were 
his  CHILDREN  in  the  fame  fenfe  as  the  graci- 
ous among  the  Gentiles  are.  Thus  it  appears, 
that  circumcifion  was  to  Abraham  a  seal  of  the 
righteoufnefs  of  faith^  or  of  free  grace^  not  more 
to  the  Gentiles  than  the  Jews ;  and  confequent- 
ly,  Mr.  B's  attempt,  to  confine  the  purport  of 
circumcifion  as  a  feal,  with  reference  to  Gentiles 
cnly^  proves  abortive. 

§  30.  Our  laft  inquiry  refpefled  the  perfons 
concerntng  whom  Abraham  received  a  feal ;  but 
now  another  queftion  returns,  viz.  To  whom  cir- 
cumcifion was  a  feal  of  righteoufnefs  ?  Mr.  B's 
reply  is  fhort  and  plain,  "  To  Abraham  in  par- 
ticular'' *  Herein,  however,  he  differs  from  Dr. 
S.  For  thus  the  latter  writes  :  "  Though  I  ob- 
je(St  to  the  idea  of  circumcifion's  being  a  feal  of 
the  covenant,  at  leaft  in  regard  of  infants,  and 
underftand  the  pafTage  juft  referred  to  as  only 
faying,  that  it  became  to  Abraham,  and  by  con- 
fequence  to  all  others  who  believed,  a  feal  or 
atteftation  to  their  juftification  ;  yet  I  readily  ad- 
mit, that  it  was  a  fign  or  to/.'e?i  of  the  cove- 
nant   between     God    and    Abraham   in  all  who 

were 
*  p.  313. 
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were  circumcifed  f."  And  a  little  after:  "  Circam- 
cifion,  though  it  became  a  feal  of  the  righteouf- 
nefs  of  faith  to  Abrahain,  could  not  be  a  feal 
to  his  infant  pofterity,  at  leaft  in  the  fame  fenfe 
it  vv'as  to  him."  —  In  conformity  to  this  pnticiple 
he  further  adds,  "  It  is  eafy  to  fee  that  baptifm 
cannot  be  -^fcal  of  the  righteoufnefs  of  faith,  that 
is,  of  their  juftification^  to  infants,  they  not  hav- 
ing/^//Z»  .•  nor  can  it  be  in  regard  of,  them  a 
teft  of  new  obedience,  they  not  voluntarily  fub- 
■mitting  to  it.'* 

But  have  thefe  aiTortions  any  foundation  in 
fcripture   or  reafon  ?  And, 

1.  Is  there  any  truth  in  the  fuppolition,  That  no- 
thing can  be  a  teft  of  nevv^  obedience,  or  lay  us 
under  additional  obligations  of  duty,  without  our 
voluntary  fubmijjion  P  Is  not  this  fmgular  notion, 
fo  much  irilifted  on  by  our  adverfaries,  confront- 
ed with  the  fundamental  principles  of  morals  ? 
For  it  is  demonftrable,  from  the  nature  and 
fpring  of  moral  obligation,  that  if  baptifm  be  a 
benefit  to  infants,  as  we  maintain,  it  muft  be  to 
them  fuch  a  teft,  or  obliges  them  to  additional 
duties.  Again,  I  would  afl^, 

2.  Is  there  any  propriety  in  the  fuppofition  —. 
becaufe  infants  cannot  believe^  they  therefore  can- 
not be  jujHfied?  or  what  amounts  to  the  fame 
—  becaufe  infants  have  not  a6tual  faith^  there^ 
fore   their  jufiif cation    cannot  be  feakd?    But   all 

this    ftands     on     another     rotten    pillar that 

there   is   no   difference  between  a  feal   being  ap- 

I  plied 

f  S's  Anfwer  to  A,  p,   108, 
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piled  to  a  perfon,  and  the  certainty  of  his  a6lual 
j unification.  On  the  contrary,  is  it  not  abundant- 
ly evident,  that  God's  covenant  of  redemption, 
AS  REVEALED  TO  FALLEN  MAN,  is  of  the  na- 
ture of  a  gracious  proclamation  ?  If  fo,  what  ne- 
cefTity  is  there  to  fuppofe,  that  there  can  be  no 
Jealing  of  fuch  a  covenant  to  any  perfon  with- 
out thereby  certifying  his  juftification  ?  May  not 
the  Eternal  Sovereign  inftitute  a  ?ne?norlal  of  his 
mercy  which  endureth  from  generation  to  genera- 
tion ;  to  the  intent,  that  every  loH:  finner  to  whom 
it  is  duly  adminiftered,  may  be  certified,  as  far 
as  any  thing  fhort  of  a  miracle  can  do,  that 
this   gracious    God  does    a£lually   and  inceflantly 

exhibit  to  him   the  blefTmgs  of  his    covenant  • . 

\nxh  the  merciful  defign  to  encourage  his  future 
faith,  and  to  engage   his  grateful  obedience  ? 

3.  May  we  not  fay,  that  fuch  an  inflitution 
is  the  fsal  of  God's  covenant,  without  fuppofmg 
the  efficacious  grace  of  the  covenant  experienced 
by    the    fealed  ?    For,  who  feals  ?    God,    by    his 

commifTioned  miniflers. TFhat  does   he  feal  ? 

His  own  gracious  proclamation,  exhibited  to  the 
fubjetSt.  —  The  voice  of  God's  heralds  is  to  this 
purpofe :  "  Now  then  we  are  ambafTadors  for 
Chrifc,  publiihing  to  a  loft  world,  the  moft  merci- 
ful terms  of  reconciliation  :  and  if  any  fufpe61:  the 
truth  of  our  meflage,  or  the  falthfulnefs  of  our 
divine  mailer,   behold  both   ratified   with  his  o-^^'Ci 

seal  !"  I  fuppofe   it   has   been  proved,  that 

circumcifion  was  not  defigned,   nor  indeed    could 

be 
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be,  to  Abraham  or  any  other,  as  a  fi^of  of 
adual  juftification,  without  involving  a  great 
abiurdity.     Therefore, 

4.  It  muft  be  a  feal,  as  an  instituted 
RITE,  which  God  affixed  to  his  covenant.  This 
lymjl  be  its  purport  in  reference  to  Abraham,  as  far 
as  it  ajfured  him  of  any  thing ;  nor  can  it  be  de- 
nied, that  in  thh  fenfe,  which  I  think  is  demon- 
ftrably  the  true  one,  it  ought  to  be  confidered,  in 
regard  of  every  individual  fubjed  of  it.  —  Thus 
the  twelve  patriarchs,  for  inftance,  had  in  their 
flefh,  not  only  a  fign^  but  a  feal  alfo  of  God's 
covenant :  purporting,  that  he  thereby  propofed 
himfelf  to  he  to  them  a  God;  that  they,  in  re- 
turn, ?nay  be  to  him  a  people*  The  fa6t  of  the 
inftitution,  fealing  the  covenant,  and  not  their 
perfonal  qualifications  of  any  kind,  was  the  ground 
of  their  obligation  ;  and  this  increa/ed  with  their 
years.  When  grown  up  they  might  thus  reficil: 
"  By  this  mark  in  our  perfons,  we  are  ajfured^ 
"  in  confequence  of  what  the  Lord  faid  to  our 
"  father  Abraham,  that  he  is  gracioufly  willing 
*'  to  become,  not  only  the  obje6l  of  our  wor- 
"  fhip,  but  our  all-fufficient  portion.  And,  fure- 
"  ly,  this  confideravion  obirges  us,  inconteftibly, 
"  to   become  his  people,  — to  love  and  ferve  him 

"  with   all   our  powers." But   will  any   one 

fay,  that  circumcifion  w^as  not  to  th:m  a  feal  ? 
or  not  witliout  their  devout  approbation  of  it  ? 
That  cannot  be,  except  we  maintain  this  abfurd 
pofition.  That  the  very  efTcnce  of  a  divine  infliru- 
tion  depends  on  the  precarious  determination  of 
I  2  the 
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the  finful  creature.  This,  however,  Is  in  perfect 
confiitence  with  another  pofition,  equally  abfurd, 
viz.  That  what  we  do  not  voluntarily  fubfnit 
to,   cannot  be  to  us    a  tefi:  of  new  obedience. 

§  31.  From  what  has  been  faid,  we  infer, 
that  the  hypothecs  which  maintains  —  infants 
were  not  fcakd  by  circumclfion,  becaufe  of  their 
,  not  having  faiths  or  not  fubmittlng  to  it  upon 
convi6tipn5  —  is  untenable.  Yet,  as  our  opponents 
have  treated  this  fubjecl  with  undeftrved  con- 
tempt, w^e  (hall,  ex  abundantly  take  another  turn 
with  them. 

Now,  if  circumciiion  was  a  feal  of  righteouf- 
nefs  to  Abraham,  and  not  to  the  infant  fubjedls 
of  it  in  t\\Q  fame  fenfe^  it  muft  be  ov/ing  — either, 
to  their  being  incapable  —  or,  to  fome  difference 
in  the  original  infiitution^  fpecified  or  implied  — 
or,  to  fome  fcripture  evidence  whereby  this 
diilindion  is  made  necelTary.  I  affirm,  then, 
in    general. 

That  none  of  thefe  cofiderations,  nor  any 
other  fufficient  reafon  whatever,  can  fliew  the 
neceffity  of  the  pretended  diJlinSfion.  Now,  the 
queflion  is  not.  Whether  or  no  circumcifion,  as 
a  ftanding  rite,  had  ether  ufes  of  an  cccleiiafti- 
cal  or  political  nature ;  but.  Whether  it  was  a 
feal^  on  God's  part,  to  circumcifed  infants  ?  The 
former  is  not  difputed  ;  and  therein  it  agrees 
with  the  imlitution  of  facriiices,  which  were  not 
only  a  type  of  the  A^efTiah's  atonement,  but,  in 
a  fecondary  viev/,  anfwered  the  end  of  a  tribute, 
to  fupport    the  priefthoed.     Nobody,    I  prefume, 

wilJ 
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will   deny,  but    one  infiitution     may,    by    divine 
appoiiitment,    fubferve   various    purpofes  —  moral, 
typical,    ecclefiaflical,    and    political  ;    as    numer- 
ous   inflances    in     tlie     Jewi(h     oeconomy     fup- 
port  the   facl.      Therefore,    to    enumerate   feveral 
purpofes,  for  which  we  may   fuppofe  circumcifion 
was  inftituted,  befuks  that  of  a  feal  of  righteouf- 
nefs,    is  impertinent ;   when  intended  to  conclude 
againft    the    idea   of  its   being  a   feal   to  infants. 
Yet  Dr.   S.    expatiates  largely  upon  the  different 
ufes    of  circumcifion,  as  a  reafon  why   it  was  not 
a    feal   of   the    covenant  to   infants.      But   hov/ 
fliall  we    reconcile    the    following    pafiages    witli 
trutiij   or  with  each  other  ?  "  As  to  circumcifiOHj 
it  was  a  token  of  the  covenant  between  God  and 
Abraham.  —  But   what  was    the  purport   of    that 
tranfaclion  ?  ■  I    readily   agree,    that     the    grand 
object  of    it    was  the    coming   of    the    j^vieillah, 
and  our  redemption  by  him ;    on  which  account 
the   gofpel  is   faid  to   have    been    preached  -unto 
Abraham.     But  this  furcly  was    not   the  only  ob- 
jed  of  it  *."  And  again  :  "  Thofe  matters  in  the 
covenant  betvveen  God  and  Abraham,  which  feem  ^ 
to   be  the  chief  if  not  the   only  ground  or  reafon 
of  circumcifion,  and  which  that  rite  vv^as  peculi- 
arly adapted     to  exprefs,    are   matters     to    which 
baptifm  hath  no  reference  at  all  f."  Has   baptifm., 
then,    no  reference    at    all  to  our    redeirption    by 
Chrlft  ?      Or,     is      it    conclufive    to    infer,    that 
becaufe     the   combing   of    the    Mefliah,    and    our 
redemption    by    him,    was    the   grand    ohjell    of 
I  3  circumcifion 

*   Dr.  Stknnett's  Anfwer  to    Dr.   Addjngton,  p.   iiZi 
•  \  Ibid.  p.  US. 


174  Of  ^•■'^   Nature   and  Ch.  2. 

circumclfion,  but  not  the  only  one ;  therefore, 
it  was   not  a  feal  of  righteoufnefs  to  infants?  ' 

§  32.  poNsiDERiKG  circumcifion  as  an  inflituted 
rite,  dellgned  to  afford  the  firongeft  evidence,  that 
righteoufnefs  vv^as  attainable  only  as  a  free  favour 

that  it  was    God's   feal^   as    the   imprefilon 

acftive  of  his  authority,  adminiftered  by  his  fer- 
vants ;  attefting,  not  that  the  fubje6l  is  actually 
poiTefTed  of  the  fpiritual  blefTings  reprefented  by 
it,  (for  this  no  external  rite  whatever  is  capable 
of,  as  before  fhevvn,  §  27.)  but,  that  it  is  the 
divine  pleafure  to  exhibit  therein  to  him  the  blef- 
fmgs  of  his  covenant  —  that  the  fact  of  an  ex- 
hibited henefdj  lays  earlieft  infancy  under  obliga- 
tions of  future  returns  (§22.) — confidering,  I 
fay,  thefe  things,  it  is  evident, 

I.  That  infants  were  capable  of  circumcifion 
as  a  feal  ;  if  not,  we  muft  fay,  that  the  incapacity 
Jay  cither  in  their  apparent  Jlate^  or  in  their 
w^ant  of  a  profefTed  fuljeSiion.  But  nsither  of 
thefe  is  ejjential  to  being  the  fubjecfls  of  the  feal 
of  God's  covenant;  and  therefore  are  required 
qualifications  in  certain  circuin fiances  only,  viz. 
in  perfons  who  are  capable  of  dilTenting  and  re- 
jecting, as  well  as  efTenting  and  fubmitting.  If 
any  again  infifl:,  that  the  concurrence  of  the 
fubje<rfc  is  abfolutely  neceffary  to  conflitute  the 
fealing,  as  this  muft  be  on  the  part  q^  God  and 
the  creature ;  this  would  be  only  cbje6^ing  to  the 
fenfe,  in  which  I  have  explicitly  declared  I 
underftaiad  the  term  and  notion  of  fealing  j  and 
which   I    think  is   demonflrably   the  only  conlif- 

tent 
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tent  icw^Q  in  which  it  can  be  taken  in  reference 
to  the  inftitution  either  of  circumcifion  or  bap- 
tifm.  For  the  general  thefis  under  confideration, 
requires  me  only  to  fliew  —  That  there  is  a 
proper  and  confident  fenfe  in  which  any  divine 
ordinance  intended  to  exhibit  the  blefiings  of 
the  covenant,  and  to  ohl'tge  the  fubjecl  to  a  cor- 
dial reception  of  them,  and  other  anfwerable  re- 
turns, may  be  termed  a  seal  of  the  covenant: 
and  that  baptifm,  being  proved  an  ordinance  of 
that  nature,  is  properly  denominated y^t/?  a  feal. 
And  the  argument  under  prefent  confideration 
is  —  That  fuch  an  ordinance,  is  equally  affli^ 
cable  to  infants  and  adults ;  and,  therefore, 
that  no  pretended  incapacity  in  the  Jewifli 
infants  could  be  a  fufficient  reafon  why  cir- 
cumcifion was  not  to  them  as  well  as  Abra^ 
ham  a  feal  of  righteoufnefs.  Let  any  one,  there- 
fore, refie6l  in  what  fenfe  I  underftand  the  word 
Jeal^  and  he  may  immediately  perceive  the  va- 
lidity of  this  branch  of  the  argument,  that 
infants    are    not   incapable    fubjecls    of    it. 

§  33.  2.  But  tho'  circumcifed  infants  were 
thus  capable  of  having  the  feal  of  God's  cove- 
nant in  their  flefh,  is  there  not  fomething  in  the 
INSTITUTION  ITSELF,  whcreby  it  appears,  that 
circumcifion  was  a  feal  to  Abraham,  while  it 
was  only  a  token  to  his  infant  feed?  I  think 
not.  The  words  are  very  exprefs  and  particular. 
Gen.  xvii.  7.  "  And  I  will  ejlablifi  my  cove- 
nant between  me  and  thee,  AND  thy  seed  af- 
ter THEE,  in  their  generations,  for  an  ever- 
1 4  laliing 
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Ming  covenant;    to   be   a    God    unto  thee, 

AND    TO     THY     SEED     AFTER     THEE.    VCr.    8.  '— 

AND  I  WILL  BE  THEIR  GoD.  ver.  9.  And 
Gcd  faid  unto  Abraham,  Thou  ftialt  keep  my 
covenant  therefore,  thou  AND  thy  seed  af- 
ter THEE,  in  their  generations,  ver.  lo.  This 
is  my  covenant,  which  ye  Ihall  keep  between 
me  and   you,  and    thy  seed    after    thee; 

EVERY    MAN      CHILD     AMONG    YOU    fhall     be    cir- 

cumcifed.  ver.  ii.— -  And  it  fliall  be  a  token  of 
the  covenant  betwixt  me  and  you.  ver.  13.  — 
And  my  covenant  fhall  be  in  your  fiefh  for 
an  everlafting  covenant."  On  thefe  words  I 
obfcrve, 

(i.)  That  Atraham  and  his  feed  are  here  con- 
fidered  ar.  one  aggregate  body,  as  well  as  in 
flri<Sc  conjunction.  God  not  only  addrefTes  Abra- 
ham in  i;icfe  terms,  refpe<5iing  the  covenant  and 
its  token,  "  thee  AND  thy  h^d^'^  which  abun- 
dantly flieVv'S  a  ftmllarhy  of  defign  in  their 
dircdion  to  Abraham's  jccd  as  well  as  to  him- 
felf ;  but  they  are  alfo  addrefied  in  thefe  collec- 
tive terms,  YE,  YOU,  YOUR,  without  any 
difcriminating  claufe.  There  is,  therefore,  in  thei 
inftitution  itfelf  no  ground  of  difiinfiion,  Vv'hy 
circumcifon  fiiould  be  a  fcal  to  Abraham  and 
not  to  his  feed,  of  Vvhich  the  latter  were  equal- 
ly capable, 

(2.)  The 'grand  covenant  hhjfing  exhibited  to 
Abraham,  extends  equally  to  his  feed.  I  will 
eflablifli  my    covenant  —  to    be    a  God  unto 

thee 
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thee  AND  to  thy  feed  after  thee.  And  I  will 
be  THEIR    God. 

(3.)  The  obligations  refulting  from  the  inftitution 
are  tlie  fame  to  Abraham  and  his  feed.  For 
God  faid  unto  Abraham,  "Thou  (halt  keep  my 
covenant  therefore,  thou,  and  thy  seed.  This  is 
my  covenant,  which  ye  shall  keep  between  me 
and  you.*'  There  was  not  indeed  an  application  of 
grace  to  all  the  circumcifed  alike,  but  there  was 
an  exhibition^  and  the  obligation  was  general. 

§  34.  It  has  been  confidently  afferted  by  our 
opponents,  as  before  obferved,  "  That  there  were 
other  ends,  ufes,  and  fignifications  of  circumci- 
fion  to  Abraham's  own  perfon,  than  thofe  for 
which  it  was  difpenfed  to  his  feed;  fuch  as  — 
that  he  (hould  be  the  father  of  all  believers  — 
tliat  his  feed  ftiould  inherit  Canaan  —  that  Chriil 
fliould  come  out  of  his  loins."  From  wheiice 
they  infer,  "  That  the  covenant  of  circumcifion, 
in  e^jery  of  thofe  refpeits  in  v/hich  circumcifion 
was  given  Abraham  as  a  feal  of  it,  w  as  not  giv- 
en to  all  the  Jews  and  their  children :  nay, 
which  his  feed  (indefinitely)  had  no  promife  of  at 
all  *."  But  is  there  any  thing  in  thefe  dogma- 
tical aiTertions  better  than  ma2;ifterial  Lriflinq-? 
For, 

I.  To  fay  that  circumcifion  was  a  feal  of 
Abraham's  fatherhood  of  all  believers,  or  of  his 
feed  inheriting  Canaan,  is  dire£tly  contrary  to  the 
apoftle's  affertion,  that  it  was  a  feal  of  the  right- 
eoufnefs  of  faith.  7'hat  thefe  particulars  were 
I  5  included 

*   Fieher's  Chriflianifmus  Redivivus,  p,  iS,  iq, 
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included  as  Inferior  parts  of  the  Abrahamic  char- 
ter? is  granted;  but  it  is  abfurd  to  make  them 
fynonymous  with  the  righteoufnefs  of  faith  5 
which  our  opponents  muft  do  to  be  confiftent. 
Nor  is  it  true^  that  the  promife  of  Canaan  was 
peculiar  to  Abraham,  in  any  other  fenfe  than 
that  he  was  foremojl  upon  the  hft.  See  Gen. 
xvii.  19.  chap,  xxviii.  13 — 15.  Was  not  Je- 
hovah a  God  to  Ifaac  and  his  feed,  and  to  Ja- 
cob and  his  feed,  as  well  as  to'  Abraham  and 
his  i^t^  \  and  in  the  very  fame  refpe(3:  ?  And, 
fays  the  Lord  to  Jacob,  in  the  paffage  laft  ci- 
ted,  "  The  land   whereon  thou    Heft,    to  thee' 

WILL    I    GIVE    IT,      y\ND    TO    THY    SEED."        See- 

ing,  then,  that  this  divine  charter  includes  Abra- 
ham and  millions  of  his  defcendants  in  common -^ 
and,  as  before  fhewn,  without  any  ground  of 
dilTerence  ;  and  feeing  the  fame  charter  has  been 
confirmed,  to  Ifaac  and  Jacob,  and  their  feed  — 
to  make  the  circumftance  of  Abraham's  priority  on 
the  lift  of  perfons  benefited  by  the  grant,  the 
foundation  of  the  pretended  diftinilion,  is  to  the 
laft,  nugatory   and  impertinent. 

2.  To  urge  that  the  claufe  "  of  Chrift's  com- 
ing out  of  his  loins,"  was  a  privilege  peculiar 
to  Abraham,  in  fuch  a  fenfe  as  that  circumci- 
fion  was  to  him  z  feal  of  it,  but  not  to  his 
feed;  is  equally  futile.  For  tho'  it  was  grant- 
ed him,  that  he  fliould  be  the  progenitor  of 
Chrift ;   yet  it    was   faid  to   Jacob  as   well,   "  in 

THEE,    AND     IN     THY      SEED      SHALL      ALL      THE 
FAMILIES    OF    THE    EARTH    BE    BLESSED."      Nof 

muft 
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mud  we  confound  Abraham's  carnal  privilege 
with  the  right eoufnefs  of  faith,  Circumcifion  is 
faid  to  be  a  feal  of  the  latter  exprefsly,  but  not 
of  the  for?mr  ;  nor  does  there  appear  any  rea- 
fon  or  propriety  in  faying  that  the  carnal  privi- 
lege was  fealed  to  Abraham,  but  fo  far  as  it 
was  fubfervient  to  the  Saviour's  infinite  and  ever- 
lafting  righteoufnefs.  Thus  it  appears,  that  as 
infants  were  capable  of  circumcifion  as  a  fealy  fo 
there  is  abundant  evidence  from  the  inflitution 
itfelf  that  it  was  equally  applicable  to  them  as 
to   Abraham. 

§  35.  However  unfavourable  to  the  purpofe 
of  Antipcedobaptifts  might  be  the  inftitution 
itfelf  of  circumcifion,  were  there  notwithftanding 
any  other  producible  evidence  from  a  fubfequent  di- 
vine ftatute  in  their  favour,  it  would  alter  the  cafe 
proportionably.  But  this,  I  believe,  is  what  none 
of  thofe  whofe  intereft  it  is  to  produce  it,  at- 
tempt to  do;  except  Rom.  iv.  11.  which  has 
been  already  confidered ;  and  I  think  fairly  (hewn 
from  the  fcope  and  defign  of  the  apoftle,  to  be 
inconfjftent  with  their  confined  view  of  it.  The 
apoftle's  argument  is,  that  both  Jews  and  Gen- 
tiles are  juftified  by  the  fame  divine  righteouf- 
nefs, and  not  by  the  obfervance  of  any  law 
whatever,  or  any  worthinefs  of  their  own  :  now, 
is  it  any  thing  €i{Q  but  ridiculous  trifling  to 
contend,  and  fiill  worfe  to  make  the  apoftle 
maintain,  that  the  ineftimable  privilege  of  right- 
eoufnefs ifnputed  without  works  is  common  to  Jews 
I  6  and 
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and  Gentiles,  because  circumcifion  was  to  "Abra- 
ham   ALONE  a  feal  of  righteoufnefs  ? 

There  is,  indeed,  another  paffage  that  has  been 
occafion-ally  fubpoenaed  to  ferve  this  tottering 
caufe;  and  that  is,  John  vi.  27.  Him  hath  God 
the  Father  fealed,  "  In  the  fame  fenfe,"  fays  the 
author  Jaft  quoted,  "  in  which  the  Father  is  faid 
to  feal  the  Son,  to  be  the  giver  of  meat  that 
endures  to  eternal  life,  i.  e.  authorifed  to  that 
bufmefs,  honoured  with  that  office,  is  God  faid 
to  give  circumcifion  to  Abraham,  whereby  to 
feal  him  up,  and  fettle  him  for  ever  in  that  glo- 
rious title,  viz.  The  father  of  all  that  believe  ^ 
m  Vv^hich  fenfe  circumcifion  was  never  given  to 
any  one  of  Abraham's  pofterity  at  all*."  To 
this  I  reply, 

That  there  were  in  ufe  among  the  ancients 
fealings  for  different  purpofes,  as  before  ob- 
ferved ;  and  a  perfon  may  be  faid  to  be 
fealed  when  he  receives  a  commijfwn^  is  inverted 
with  authority^  or  bears  well  authenticated  ere- 
dentialsy  &c.  And  thus  was  Chrift  lealed  of  the 
Father.  His  miracles  were  inconteftible  proofs 
of  his"  divine  miffion.  But  how  does  this  help 
the  notion,  that  neither  Ifaac,  Jacob,  or  any 
other  befide  Abraham,  received  circumcifion  as 
a  feal  ?  For  where  is  it  faid  or  implied,  that 
God  fealed  Abraham  ?  It  is  faid,  indeed,  that  he 
received  the  fign  of  circumcifion,  a  feal  of  right- 
eoufnefs. But  who  would  infer,  that  becaufe  a 
promife,  a  law,  or  a  facred  rite,  was  received  by 
an  individual  for  the  ufe   and   fervice  of  himfelf 

and 

»  Ibid. 
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and  his  pofterity ;  it  muft  fignify  one  thing  to 
the  firft  receiver,  and  another  thing  to  all  the 
reft;  when  no  fuch  diftin6tion  is  intimated,  and 
when  the  cafe  does  not  require  it  ?  Is  it  reafonable 
to  conclude,  that,  when  a  perfon  receives  a  certain 
privilege  for  himfelf  and  his  heirs,  colle61:ively  and 
indefinitely,  it  has  one  meaning  when  it  regards 
himfelf,  and  another  when  it  refers  to  his  heirs ; 
where  there  is  no  manner  of  neceflity  for  fuch 
an  interpretation  ?  Would  any  one  conclude, 
that  becaufe  Mofes  received  the  law  for  himfelf 
and     the    Ifraelites,    it    fpoke  to  him  one   thing, 

to    the?n    another  ?  Finally ;    I   conclude   it 

muft  appear  to  the  impartial  reader  of  the  pre- 
ceding pages,  that  the  rite  of  circumcifion,  con- 
sidered AS  A  DIVINE  INSTITUTION,  was  ap- 
pointed to  all  the  fubjeds  of  it,  indifcriminate- 
ly,  a  SEAL  oi  xhQ  right eoufnefs  of  faith  ;  viz.  a 
declarative  and  certifying  token  that  a  man, 
whether  Jew  or  Gentile,  is  juftified  by  faith, 
as  oppofed  to  merit  or  worthinefs  of  his  own^ 
or  faved  by  grace.  And  I  prefume,  it  mufl:  fur- 
ther appear  highly  proper,  to  term  circumcifion 
a  feal  from  the  very  nature  of  the  inftituti- 
on  ;  as  it  mofl  afluredly  exhibited  the  grand 
bleffings  of  the  everlafting  covenant,  and  was 
attended  with  fuitable  obligations'^ .  And  more- 
over, 

*  As  to  what  fome  have  urged  from  A£l:s  xv.  lo.  where  cir- 
cumcifion is  called  a^yoke,  and  Gal.  v.  3,  where  the  Circumcifed 
are  reprefented  as  debtors  to  do  the  ivhole  laxv  j  it  is  manifeft 
that  nothing  can  be  fairly  concluded  againft  what  has  been  here 
advanced  j      fince      ihefe    paffages     refer,    not    to    the     nature 

and 
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over,  frnce  the  ordinance  of  chrifiian  baptifm,  ex- 
hibits the  fame  fpiritual  and  principal  blelTings, 
with  the  fame  infallible  certainty,  and  obliges  to 
fimilar  correfponding  duties  ;  it  follows,  that 
baptifm  is  properly  and  ftriclly  a  feal  of  the 
chriftian  covenant,  or  the  exceeding  great  and 
precious  promifes  of  the  gofpel,  to  every  perfon, 
indifcriminately,  to  whom  it  is  duly  adminifter- 
ed,    and   may   be  fo  denominated    from   its    very 

NATURE. 

§  36.  From  what  has  been  faid  refpedling  the 
nature  of  baptifm  and  of  circumcifion,  and  the 
propriety  of  calling  them  feals  of  the  covenant  of 
grace ;  it  follows,  that  there  is  an  equal  pro- 
priety in  calling  the  Lord's fupper  a  seal;  as  it 
is  a  divine  inflitution  in  the  church,  moft  aflu- 
redly  exhibiting  the  great  bleffmgs  of  the  cove- 
nant, and  obliging  the  fubjeits  to  anfwerable 
returns  of  gratitude  and  obedience. 

§  37.  (3.)  Another  general,  eonclufion  from 
the  nature  and  defign  of  baptifm  is,  That  the 
a<Slual  unworthinefs  of  minilier  or  fubjecSt  has  no 
invalidating  influence  on  the  blelTings  and  obli- 
gations reprefented  in  the  ordinance.  For  if 
baptifm  be  a  fealy  and  does  really  reprefent  the 
aforementioned  particulars,  as  a  divinely  injlitu- 
t£d  ordina-fice-i   neither  the   hclinefs  nor  the  fmful- 

nefs 

and  genuine  defign  of  c'rcumcifion,  but  to  the  abuse  and  per- 
veifion  of  it  by  legalifts.  Paul  himlelf  circumcifed  Tinriothy  j  but 
did  this  champion  for  fovcreign  grace,  and  gofpel  hberty,  put  on 
his  neck  a  yoke,  which,  in  its  proper  nature,  ufe  and  tendency^ 
fiubjefted  him  to  legal    bondage  ?  Surely  not, 
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nefs  of  the  m'mijler  can  alter  its  nature  and  de- 
fign  ;  for  to  fuppofe  it  a  feal  to  a  proper  fub- 
je6l  when  adminirtered  by  a  good  man,  but  not 
fo  if  by  a  had  man;  is  to  reft  the  vaUdity  of 
a  divine  ordinance  on  a  bafis  totally  unworthy 
of  God.  It  would  alfo  render  the  baptized  lia- 
ble to  conftant  doubt  and  fufpenfe,  nay,  abfolute 
uncertainty,  whether  he  has  received  the  feal  of 
God's  covenant  or  not,  in  proportion  as  the 
moral  ftate  of  the  adminifirator  was  not  cer- 
tainly known ;  which  inconvenience  would  be  a 
fource  of  perpetual  confuiion  in  the  church;  and 
therefore  the  fuppofition  is  inadmiffible  for  the 
cleareft  and  ftrongeft  reafons.  Again :  to  fuppofe 
that  baptifm,  duly  adminiftered,  is  a  feal  only  to 
the  true  believer  and  not  to  other  baptized  per- 
fons  as  well,  is  attended  with  the  fame  inconve- 
nience. For  if  baptifm  be  valid  and  a  feal  to 
none  but  true  believers^  none  but  fuch  can 
infer,  that  any  benefits  are  exhibited  to  them  in 
particular  as  baptized^  or  that  any  confequent 
and  anfwerable  obligations  are  thereby  incurred  5 
and  it  alfo  follows,  that  altho'  the  fubjecSl  be  a 
true  believer  J  yet  if  he  do  not  kjiow  it,  or  have 
not  a  certainty  that  he  is  fo;  he  muft  be  pro- 
portionably  at  a  lofs  whether  the  ordinance  be  or 
be  not  to  him  a  mere  nullity.  For,  on  the  fup- 
pofition, it  is  not  the  truth  but  the  affurancs 
of  faith,  can  enable  him  to  draw  the  inference, 
that  he  is  in  confequence  of  his  baptifm  under 
any  additional  obligations  of  duty.  But  how 
abfurd  to  fay,  that  none  are  thus  obliged   except 

they 
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they  are  ajjiired  of  the  truth  and  reality  of  their 
faith  ! 

§  38.  (4.)  From  what  has  been  faid  we 
may  draw  another  corrollary,  viz.  That  for  any 
perfon  to  defire  rebaptization  (I  mean,  on  fup- 
pofition  of  agreement  about  the  mode )  from  a 
pretence  that  he  was  not  properly  qualified  for 
his  former  baptifm,  or  cannot  recollect  it^ 
or  was  not  active  and  voluntary  in  it ;  is  vir- 
tually to  deny  that  gofpel  bleffiags  are  at  all 
exhibited  therein  to  Jmn^  and  that  his  baptifm 
did  lay  him  under  any  obligations  of  duty  re- 
fulting  from  this  infcitution,  becaufe  he  was  not 
then  duly  qualified.  But  I  think  it  has  been 
demonftrated,  that  confent  is  no  neceffary  pre- 
requifite  of  future  obligation  — ;  that  an  adrnini- 
ftrator  of  baptifm  has  a  difcretionary  power 
of  determining  who  is  a  qualified  fubjecl  and 
who  not— that  no  unworthinefs  in  minifier  or 
fubje6t  renders  the  baptifmal  acl  a  nullity;  — 
for  a  perfon,  therefore,  who  has  been  baptized 
before  properly,  as  to  the  jnanner^  by  a  gofpel 
minifier,  under  the  aforefaid  pretence  of  non- 
confent,  &c.  to  be  rebaptized^  or  to  deftre  it,  is 
wrong,  unreafonable  and  unfcriptural.  This 
being  the  cafe,  is  not  a  defire  in  any  to  ?}iake 
void  the  firft,  that  they  may  fubmit  upon  con- 
viSfion  to  another  baptifm,  which  they  appre- 
hend requires  them  to  make  an  open  tefiimo- 
ny  of  their  allegiance  to  Chnfl: ;  too  much  like 
the  fubje6l  of  a  'ftate,  who  defires  to  rebel  againfi: 

his 
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his  fovereign,  by  a  temporary  withdrawing  of 
his  allegiance,  tho'  introduced  into  his  kingdom 
when  an  infant  —  that  he  might  have  the  plea- 
fure  of  fubmhting  upon  con'ui^mi  to  the  legal  and 
rightful  authority  of  his  fovereign  ?  For,  if  bap- 
tifm  does  lay  every  perfon,  however  unworthy, 
that  has  been  baptized  by  a  chriftian  teacher, 
under  the  obligation  appertaining  to  that  or- 
dinance ;  to  renounce,  that  baptifm,  is  to  re- 
nounce its  obligation ;  and  confequently  to  re- 
bel :  and  this  rebellion  is  for  the  fpecious,  but 
fpurious,  reafon  of  perfonally,  openly  and  fully 
acknowledging  future  allegiance  I  Again :  Is  not 
this  delire  of  rehaptixation  -too  much  like  that 
of  a  perfon  v/ho  enjoys  the  privileges,  and  even 
feals  of  friend fhip,  on  another's  part  j  but  who. 
has  a  mind  to  introduce  a  quarrel^  by  declar- 
ing that  he  has  been  hitherto  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  his  friend  on  account  of  any  fonner  feal 
of  his  friendly  difpoHtion  and  condudl,  to  the 
intent  —  that  he  may,  after  the  quarrel  v/as  made 
up,  take  occafion  to  proffs  his  frienddiip  to  his. 
benefa6lor  ! 

I  WOULD  here  remark,  that  it  is  pretty  evi- 
dent from  the  natural  dictates  of  confcience,  that 
one  who  rejects  chriftianity  after  he  has  been 
baptized  in  clue  form  in  his  infant  i1ate,  and 
brought  up  in  a  chriftian  family,  is  in  a  more 
wretched  condition  than  an  inhdel  who  has  not 
been  fo  devoted  to  God.  Nor  is  this  a  begging 
of  the  quefcion,  but  an  appeal  to  the  common 
notices    and    impartial    pradical     conclufions    of 

mankind 
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mankind.  Let  but  an  intelligent  apoftate  reflecSl, 
that  IF  what  is  reprefented  in  baptifm  be  true^ 
however  unfit  he  was  to  comprehend  and  receive 
it  J  whether  or  not  his  guilty  in  renouncing 
chriftianity,  would  be  the  greater  on  account  of 
his  having  been  recognized  by  baptifm  a  fubjecl 
of  Chrift^s  kingdom  \  I  verily  believe  there  is 
no  fenfible  perfon  of  that  defcripiion,  but  muft 
conclude,  from  an  attentive  regard  to  the  nature 
and  defign  of  the  ordinance,  that  he  incurs  ad- 
ditional blame,  (fuppofmg  ciiriftianity  to  be  true)^ 
in  confequence  of  his  infant  bapiifm.  This  then 
argues,  on  the  fuppofitlon,  a  benefit  received,  and 
ohligatlon  incurred ;  for  otherwife  there  could  be 
no  ground  of  blame.  If  a  gofpel  minifter,  ^ha 
has  a  difcretionary  commifiion  relative  to  the  fit- 
nefs  and  qualification  of  an  admifTible  fubje61:, 
judge  (fuppofmg,  for  argument  fake,  he  were 
under  fome  miliake  as  to  his  determination  of 
tltnefs)  that  an  infant^  in  fome  cafes,  may  be 
baptized  according  to  the  nature  and  defign  of 
the  ordinance,  and  the  inftitutor's  intention ; 
muft  this  a£i  of  a  difcretionary  commiffion,  and, 
I  vill  boldly  affert,  an  act  confident  with  the 
ftriclefl:  fincerity  of  determination,  regarding  the 
glory  of  God,  the  will  of  the  Redeemer,  and 
the  good  of  the  fubjecl,  —  muft  this  a<£l  be 
deemed  a  mere  nullity?  When  the  baptized  af- 
terwards reflects  upon  the  fa6l,  muft  he  conclude, 
that  becaufe  it  was  done  without  his  confent, 
therefore  he  is  not  obliged  by  it  as  true  baptifm  ? 
For  an  anfwer  to  this   queftion,    I    appeal,    not 

to 
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to  the  pafTions,  but  to  the  rational  powers,  and 
deliberate  impartial  judgment,  of  thoufands  who 
love  their  Lord  and  his  authority  more  than 
their  own  lives  ;  and  doubt  not  that  their  reply- 
is,  WE  ARE  UNDER  OBLIGATIONS, 
even  all  thofe  which  refult  from  the  ordinance, 
as  a  divine  inftitution.  When  I  exprefs  my 
own  fentiments  on  this  head,  thofe  of  my  bre- 
thren will  be  echoed ;  and  they  are  thefe,  — 
I  look,  upon  my  baptifm  as  exhibiting  to  me 
inceffantly  the  forementioned  blelnngs,  and  find 
my  confcience  conftrained  to  anfwerable  obliga- 
tions of  love,  gratitude  and  obedience,  and  all 
the  particulars  abovementioncd.  I  have  a  ra- 
tional certainty  of  the  fa6l,  and  I  am  certain 
(pardon  the  expreffion)  that  the  adion  of  a  pro- 
feflional  minifter  pouring  v/ater  upon  me,  when  an 
infant,  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  &:c.  does  really 
and  truly  oblige  my  confcience  according  to  our 
Lord's  intention  in  chriftian  baptifm.  Nor  can 
I  conceive  of  baptifm  anfwering  the  ends  of  ex- 
hibiting and  obliging  mere  truly  and  powerfully 
if  adminiflered  this  very  day,  than  in  earli- 
eft  infancy  ;  of  its  having  any  better  moral  ten- 
dency, or  being  better  calculated  to  ftrengthen 
faith  or  adminiller  comfort  *.  For  if  I  cor- 
dially 

*  **  Sacraments  were  never  Interded  by  God  to  exert  their  virfjc 
only  in,  or  during  the  adminiflrEtion  For  then  it  would  follow, 
that  the  l>aptifm  once  received,  at  whatever  age,  is  no  further  to  be 
iniJroved  by  the  party  receiving  it;  and  fo,  either  baptifm  muft  bs 
altoge!:her  a  barren  facrament  all  cur  liv-es,  but  only  during  the  ht- 
tie  time  of  its  adminiftration  i  or  el fe  to  rf/r^w  the  azntviT  there- 
of, we  muft  often  renew  tht  admini/iration  itfelf,"  Dr.  Ford's  IraC- 
tical  ufe  of  infant   Baptifm.     Dial.  ii.  p.  iq. 
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diaily  and  morally  approve  of  this  tranfadVIon, 
of  which  I  was  confeiTedly  a  capable  fubjeft, 
performed  thirty  or  forty  years  ago,  and  on 
fiippofition  that  it  is  to  be  Ao'^v^  but  once  in 
my  Jife  time,  I  am  at  a  lofs  to  conceive, 
why  it  m.ay  not  anfwer  every  valuable  purpofe 
in  reflecting  upon  and "  approving  the  fact,  as  if 
done  this  day.  If  it  be  a  fa5l  that  I  was  hap- 
ti%t^d  into  Ckr'ift^  in  the  fenfe  before  explained, 
as  I  am  perf/vaded  it  is,  the  obligation  to  put 
on  Chrift  is  inceffant  and  perpetual,  and  not  at 
all  weakened  but  x-^'Ch&x  Jlrcngthened  by  the  difiance 
of  time. 

§  39-  (5O  Those,  whether  ancients  or  mo- 
derns, who  fuppofe  a  real  conimunicatlon  of  fpi- 
ritual  bleiTings  covjiantly  attendant  on  the  ordinance 
of  baptifm,  are  under  a  mifcake,  if  a  jull:  ac- 
count of  its  nature  and  defign  has  been  given 
in  the  preceding  pages.  For  there  we  find, 
that  what  the  inititution  does  rnfallihly^  is  to 
exhibit  bleffings,  and  oblige  to  duties  ;  but  as  to 
any  moral  and  fpiritual  favour  communicated  by 
it,  this  we  fhould  refer,  not  to  any  virtue 
in  the  duty,  or  any  certain  connexion  between 
th.is  and  any  fuppofed  favour,  but  to  the  fo^oe^ 
reign  pUafiire  of  the  God  of  means,  ^auch  lefs 
have  we  ground  to  infer  that  baptifm  is  the  true 
chriilian  regeneration^  or  that  a  certain  Immor- 
tallzmg  fplrlt  is  imparted  with  it,  as  fome  have 
whimfically  affirmed. 

§  40.  (6.)  From  an  attentive  and  impartial 
furvey  of  the  nature  and  defign  of  baptifm,  de- 
duced from  all   the   pafTages  of  ilie  New  Tefta- 

ment 
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ment  relating  to  it,  we  may  again  infer.  That  to  make 
the  death,  burial,  and  refurrection  of  Chri;!  the  only 
or  even  the  principal  facts  reprefcnted  in  the 
ordinance,  is  partial  and  unjull.  Mr.  B's  third 
chapter  is  entitled,  "  The  design  of  Baptifm; 
Or  the  Facls  and  Bleffings  reprefented  by  it, 
both  in  regard  to  our  Lord,  and  his  Difcipjes." 
And  under  this  title  he  mufrers  together  no  lefs  than 
ffty  fix  pcrdobaptift  writers ;  v,'ho,  having  made 
fome  concejfions  x^i^tEWng  the  propriety  and  ex- 
preflivenefs  of  immerfion  to  reprefent  the  facts  of 
Chrift's  deaths  burial  and  refurre^ion^  he  imagines 
greatly  affift  his  caufe.  It  appears  that  the 
chief  reafon  of  thcfe  conceffions  was  their  fup- 
pofmg  the  apoftle,  Rom.  vi.  3  —  6,  and  Col.  ii.  u 
—  13.  alluded  to  the  mode  of  dipping  the  fub- 
je(5^  when  baptized.  But  is  there  any  neceffity 
for  fuch  a  fuppofed  allufion  ?  or  is  that  the 
moft  natural  and  fgnificant  import  of  thefe  texts  ? 
I  think  not ;  but  am  of  opinion  with  Mr. 
Henry's  Continuator  (  and  more  than  fifty  fix 
others  that  might  be  coIleiSed,  were  the  con- 
troverfy  to  be  decided  by  numbers^  as  certainly 
it  is  not)  that  the  allulion  is  not  to  any  mode 
of  baptifm  whatever,  but  to  a  fplriiual  difpofition 
to  which  baptifm  as  a  divine  inftitution,  obliges 
the  fubjed.  "  Why  this  burying  in  baptifm 
lliould  fo  much  as  allude  to  any  cullom  of  dip- 
ping under  water  in  baptifm,  any  more  than  our 
haptifmal  crucifixion  and  death  fhould  have  any 
fuch  reference,  I  confefs,  I  cannot  fee.  It  is 
plain,   that  it   is  not  the  figfi^    but   the  thing  fig- 

nificd 
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nified  in  baptifm,  that  the  apoflle  here  calls  be- 
ing  buried  with    Chrift;    and  the    expreffion    of 

hiirying  2^yi^z%  to  CZ>r//?' J  burial." And  again, 

"  We  are  both  buried,  and  rifen  with  him ; 
and  both  are  fignified  by  our  baptifm  ;  not  that 
there  is  any  thing  in  the  ftgn  or  ceremony  of 
baptifm,  which  reprefents  this  burying  and  ri- 
fmg,  any  more  than  the  crucifixion  of  Chrift  is 
reprefented  by  any  vifihle  refemblance  in  the  Lord's 
fupper  ||."  In  addition  to  this,  and  what  was 
faid  before  on  thefe  paiTages  (  §,  i8,  19,  of  this 
chapter )  I  would  propofe  it  to  any  impartial 
perfon,  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  the  myf- 
tical  union  between  Chrift  and  his  church,  of 
which  Paul  often  fpeaks,  whether  it  is  not  a  ftricSt 
and  weighty  truth,  —  that  every  chriftian,  tho' 
UNBAPTizED,  is  dead^  buried  and  rifen  with 
Chrift  ?  and,  as  baptifm  is  an  initiatory  ordi- 
nance, reprefenting  thefe  things  in  co?nmon  with 
various  other  momentous  fails  of  a  quite  differ- 
ent nature,  whether  it  is  not  7nofi  natural  to  con- 
clude, that  the  Apoftle  in  thefe  places  urges  a 
particular  branch  of  duty,  of  being  conformed  to 
Chrift's  death  &c.  from  the  general  nature 
of  the  exhibitory  rite,  however  adminiftered,  and 
not  that  he  fhould  prefs  them  to  the  fame  du- 
ty from  the  fuppofed  manner  of  adminiilration  ? 
And  is  not  the  for?ner  a  topic  far  more  noble 
and  powerful  than  the  latte?;  to  anfwer  the  apo- 
flle's  grand   defign  ? 

§  41.  But,  it  may  be    obje£led,    "  Suppofmg 

the 
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the  apoftlc  does  urge  the  ^^f/W  duty  of  the  mor- 
tification of  fin,  from  the  confideration  of  the 
general  nature  of  baptifm  as  binding  the  fubjedl 
to  univerfal  duty,  and  confequently  that  very 
important  one;  and  fuppofmg  that  the  apoftlc 
PRINCIPALLY  alludes  to  this  general  obligation  of 
duty  refulting  from  the  nature  of  the  ordinance; 
does  it  not  follow  that  the  motive  would  be 
ytijtronger  if  the  mode  was  immerfion? 

1  ANSWER,  with  Mr.  B.  that  "  we  have  no 
more  authority  to  invent  a  fignification  for  any 
rite  of  holy  wor(hip,  than  we  have  to  appoint 
the  rite  itlelf||."  And  if  the  texts  in  queftion 
^o  not  require  this  additional  allufion,  it  mud 
be  cither  invented  to  ferve  an  hypothefis,  or  it 
muft  be  fought  in  fome  other  part  of  holy 
writ.  There  is  no  alternative,  and  therefore  let 
our  opponents  take  which  they  pleafe,  their  fond 
conclufion  is  not  proved  from  thele  premifes. 
That  the  facred  paflages  referred  to,  do  not 
require  an  allufion  to  the  mode  of  baptizing,  has 
been  fhewn,  and  whether  or  not  immerfion  ap- 
pears to  be  the  n;oft  proper  mode  from  other 
confidcrations,  is  not  to  the  prefent  argument, 
therefore  to  fuppcfe  an  additional  force  and  pro- 
priety in  them  on  that  account,  is  no  better 
than  begging  the  qucftion. 

§  42  Let  us  hear  Mr.  B.  "  Now,  if  fuch 
[to  reprefent  the  death,  burial  and  refurrei^ion 
01  Chrift,]  be  the  chief  defign  of  the  ordinance; 
if  thefe  pajfages  of  holy  writ  [Rom.  vi.  4.  Col. 
ii.  12.]  be  pertinently  applied ;    and  if  there  be 

any 
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any  correfpondency  between  the  fign  and  the 
things  that  are  ligmtied  by  it ;  immerfion  mujl 
be  the  mode  of  adminiftrationf.**  Here  is  a  bold 
concluiion  drawn  from  premifes  couched  under 
three  hypothetical  propofitions  ;  thQ  fecond^  I  pre- 
sume, is  iuificiently  enervated  already  ;  to  the  /ir/l 
and  the  third  I  (hall  make  the  following  re- 
plies.     And, 

I.  I  AFFIRM  there  does  not  appear,  from  any 
tiling  faid  in  the  New  Teftament  or  any  thing  ur- 
ged by  Mr.  B.  that  the  deaths  burtaly  and  refur region 
of  Chrift  are  the  principal  fails  defigned  to 
be  reprefented  in  baptifm.  For,  if  no  paflages 
of  fcripture  are  adduced,  nor  any  conlideration 
urged  by  our  author  to  fupport  his  conclufion, 
except  the  two  places  above  mentioned;  —  and 
if  the  dire6l  meaning  of  thefe  paflages  amount 
to  no  more  than  this,  viz.  That  as  baptifm 
exhibits  the  bleffing  of  the  church's  union  to 
Chrift  and  communion  with  him  indefinitdy  •:, 
fo  it  lays  the  baptized  under  obligations  of 
conformity  to  him  as  the  furety  j  and  hence  his 
incarnation^  his  obedience^  his  fufferings  —  when 
he  was  devoted  to  the  curfe  as  the  facred  vic- 
tim, and  (dreadful  baptifm  !  Luke  xii.  50.  Mark 
X.    38.)    when    the   cup    of    divine  juftice    was 

poured    out  §    on     him    without    mixture his 

crucifixion^ 

§  The  alnncft  conftant  fcriptural  mode  of  expreflirg  God'»  inffic- 
tion  of  puniihment  -when  the  metaphor  it  taken  from  water.  See 
Pfa.  Ixix.  24.  Ixxix.  6,  Jer,  ti.  il.  x,  25,  xiv.  i6.  Ezek.  vii.  g. 
xiv.  19.  XX.  S,  13,  21.  xxi,  31,  XXX.  J5.  Hof.  v.  jo.  Zeph.  iii.  8. 
X  Chron.  xii.  7.  xxxiv.  21,  2^.  Jer.  vii.  20.  xJii.  ig.  xliv.  6. 
£z.  xxii.  22,  31,  xxxi.  iS.Rev.  xiv,  10,  and  xvi.  throughout,  kc*  Sea, 
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crucifixion^  when  his  body  was  bathed  in  its 
own  blood,  the  circumftance  which  above  all 
others  St.  Paul  preached  and  gloried  in  —  his 
dying  for  fin  —  his  burial  for  three  days  and 
three     nights  —  his     victorious    refurredion    and 

triumphant     afccnfion    to    heaven,  are    all 

illuflrious  facts,  by  which  the  chriftian,  in 
virtue    of  the   faid  union,    is  bound  to  all    fuit- 

able    conformity  ;  if    this,     I    fay,     be    the 

apoftle's  meaning,  as  before  Ihewn  ;  it  is  plain 
Mr.  B's  conclufion  is  ill  founded.  For,  ma- 
turely reflect:,  reader,  do  not  chriftians  fuffer  with 
Chrift  ?  are  they  not  crucified  with  Chrift  ?  do  not 
they  live-i  and  fit  and  reign  wiih  him  in  hea- 
venly places  ?  and  are  not  thefe  privileges  in  virtue 
of  union?  does  not  baptifm  reprefent  that  union 
in  general  ?  If  fo,  why  confined  to  thefe  three 
particulars  to  the  exclufion  of  others  ?  "  Know 
ye  not,  as  if  the  apoftle  had  faid,  that  fo  ma- 
ny of  us  as  were  baptized  into  Jifius  Chrifi^ 
were  baptized  into  him  at  large^  (fee  Gal.  iii. 
27.)  and  of  ccurfe  into  his  death,  that  as  he 
died  fior  fin,  fo  fnould  we  die  to  fin ;  as  he 
buried  our  fin  with  his  mortality,  \^t  fhould 
concur  with  his  defign  by  unremitted  efforts 
to  keep  under  fubjeiftion  the  body  of  fin  ;  and 
as  he  rofe  to  triumph  over  fin,  we  (hould  not 
continue  its  deluded  captives,  but  ad  as  becomes 
a  royal  priejlhood^  an  holy  nation^  a  peculiar  peo  - 
//^|[."  Was  not  Chrijl  crucifi^ed  \.\\q  moji  import 
K  ta>tt 
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tayit  theme  of  Paul's  apoftolic  teaching  ?  ( i  Cor. 
ii.  2.)  And,  God  forbid,  fays  he,  that  I  fhould 
glory  fave  in  the  crofs  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift. 
I  am  crucified  with  Chriil ;  neverthelefs  I  Hve.— 
Now  this  union  being  general^  when  any  one 
branch  of  it  is  feledled,  it  is  according  to  the 
moral  purpofe  in  view.  Yo\  it  is  evident,  from 
the  confideration  of  the  general  and  un'iverfal 
nature  of  union  and  communion  between  the 
church  and  the  divine  Sponfor,  reprefented  in 
baptifm,  that  had  the  circumftance  of  crucifixion 
anfwered  the  apoftle's  7mral  defign  better,  he 
might  have  properly  faid,  "  being  crucified  with 
him  in  baptifm." 

Now^  who  fees  not,  that  the  ref^riflive  noti- 
on of  baptifm  principally  reprefenting  the  death, 
burial  and  refurredion  of  Chrift,  is  inadmiiTible, 
being  repugnant  to  an  equitable  axiom  of  inter- 
pretation, (§  9.  ax.  3.)  That  no  meaning  of  a 
text,  which  is  contrary  to  another  pafTage  more 
evident  than  itJeJfy  can  be  the  true  one.  Nothing 
can  be  plainer  than  this,  that  the  apoftlc  Paul, 
repeatedly,  confiders  baptifm  as  reprefentative  of 
union  and  communion  with  Chrift  and  his  peo- 
ple i nd finitely ',  (i  Cor.  xii.  13.  Gal.  iii.  27.  &c.) 
but  this  Mr,  B's  limiting  hypothefis  virtually 
denies.  For  it  is  the  fame  as  to  fay,  that  a 
part  is  greater  than  the  whole  :  that  a  few  par- 
ticulars, (however  important)  are  t?:cre  pri?ici- 
^^/ than,  the  whole  aggregate  of  the  Redeemer's 
vicarious   fubititution. 

Upon    the    whole,    then,    it    appears,   that   to 

confine 
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confine  the  fignification  of  baptlfm  to  this  part 
of  the  furety's  meritorious  work,  is  contrary  to 
the  fcriptural  idea  of  baptifm  reprefenting  uniort 
to  Chrift  at  large  in  all  thofe  refpe^s  in  which 
he  is  the  fmner's  fubftitute.  Nor  is  it  eafy  to 
fay,  how  any  mode  of  miniftration  whatever  is 
adapted  to  exprefs  this  more  than  another. 
From  whence  I  infer,  that  neither  the  death, 
burial,  refurreclion  of  Chrift,  nor  any  other  cor^ 
poral  Jlate  thro*  which  he  pafTed,  were  to  be 
at  all  reprefented  by  the  ordinance.  For  the 
church  has  union  and  communion  with  him  in 
all  the  Jiates  of  his  furetyfhip,  which  were  fo 
various  as  not  to  be  capable  of  an  external  re- 
prefentation  in  one  fingle  a6i  as  baptifm  is. 
Which  leads  to  another  conclufion,  that  may 
ferve  as  a  fufRcient  reply  to  Mr.  B's  remaining 
argument,  which  implies,  that  "  if  there  be  any 
correfpondency  between  the  fign  and  the  things 
fignified,  immerjton  muji  be  the  mode  of  admi- 
niftration,"  and   that   is, 

2.  From  the  clearell  teflimonies  of  fcripture, 
and  from  Mr.  B's  own  maxim,  it  follows. 
That  If  any  fa6is  at  all^  of  an  external  deno- 
mination, are  reprefented  in  the  mode  of  ad- 
mini  ftration,  we  are  referred,  above  all  others, 
to  the  VISIBLE  DESCENT  of  the  Holy  Spi-it. 
Now  this,  as  it  is  exprefsly  called,  without  con- 
troverfy,  a  baptism,  is  a  more  certain  clue 
to  find  out  and  afcertain  the  mode,  molUy  ufed, 
than  any  other.  I  fay  rnofily  ufed-,  for  I  own  it 
does  not  appear  to  me  likely  that  one  uniform 
^  2  mode 
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mode  prevailed  even  in  the  apoftolic  age.  When, 
therefore,  I  objea:  to  the  baptift  fenfe  of  Rom. 
vi.  4.  &■€.  vv^hat  I  would  be  underftood  to 
mean  is  —  thefe  paflages  do  not  amount  to  a 
proof  either  that  our  Lord's  death,  burial  and  re- 
furredion  are  the  principal  fa£ls^  fignified  by  bap- 
tifm,  or,  that  the  ordinance  was  defigned  vifibJy 
to  reprefent  thofe  fa6ls  —  that,  fo  far  from 
countenancing  the  eJJentiaU'ity  of  dipping,  they 
are  no  evidence  at  all  of  any  allufion  to  fuch  a 
mode.  For  further  confirmation  of  which  po- 
rtion, I  refer  the  reader  to  that  part  of  our  fub- 
je6t  which    treats  profefledly   of  the  mode. 

But  why  fhould  Mr.  B.  exert  hirnfelf  fo  much 
in  an  attempt  to  efiablifh,  from  two  controverted 
pafTages,  that  the  death,  burial  and  refurreclion 
of  ChriO:  are  the  principal  fads  alluded  to  and 
reprefented,  while  there  are  7nany  more  texts,  and 
thofe  imcontroverted^  which  reprefent  the  dejcert 
and  influences  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  to  be  the 
things  fignified  ?  Nay,  I  fcruple  not  to  affert  it, 
there  is  no  ohjeSi  whatever  in  all  the  New 
Teflament,  fo  frequently  and  fo  explicitly  figni- 
fied  by  baptifm,  as  thefe  divine  influences,  fee 
Mat.  iii.  II.  Mark  i.  8  —  10.  Luke  iii.  16,  21,  22. 
John  i.  33.  Ads  i.  5.  ii.  38,  39.  viii.  12 —  17. 
V.  47.  xi.  15,  16.  &c.  he.  Yet  thefe  things 
he  prudently  overlooks.  The  reafon  is  at  hand  ; 
'hlunfin'r  is  pradifed  by  himfelf  and  his  conftjtu- 
ents,  and  there  is  a  greater  refemblance  between 
tliat    practice   and    a    burial,   than    between     the 

faid 
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faid   plunging  and  the  a61ive  communication  and 
application  of  divine  influences   to  the  foul. 

Besides,  jMt.  B.'s  maxim  may  be  thus  retort- 
ed ;  if  in  baptifm  there  is  an  exprejjlve  emblem  of 
the  defcending  influences  of  the  Spirit,  pouring 
viujl  be  the  mode  of  adminiflration,  for  that  is 
the  fcriptural  term  nioft  commonly  and  properly 
ufed  for  the  communication  of  divine  influences. 

To  conclude,  when  we  impartially  confider 
thefe  things,  and  withal,  that  the  Gofpel  difpen- 
fation  is  in  the  flriilefl:  fenfe  The  ministrati- 
on OF  THE  Spirit  I!,  it  appears  jnojl  probable^ 
that  the  various  influences  of  that  divine  Agent 
are  principally  reprefented  in  baptifm.  I  own  there 
appears  to  me  great  beauty  in  this  fcriptural 
viev/  of  the  ordinance,  efpecially  when  confidered 
in  conneflion  with  the  other  ftanding  inftitution 
of  the  gofpel.  The  initiatory  rite,  wliich  is  not 
to  be  reiterated,  reprefents  the  promijed  influences 
of  the  fpirit  of  grace  ;  and  by  exhibiting  thefe 
bleffings  as  about  to  be  imparted  repeatedly  and 
fucceflively,  obliges  the  fubjccl  to  unremitted  and 
earneft  applications  for  them.  While  the  con^ 
firming  ordinance,  which  is  to  be  repeated,  repre- 
fents the  death  of  the  Lord  §,  and  by  exhibiting 
tiiis  important  tranfaclion  as  a  paft  event,  obliges 
the  fubjecl  to  celebrate  it  euchariftically,  or  in 
thankful  remembrance  of  the  great  facrifice.  The 
Jormer  teaches  what  the  fubjeci;  may  expe6l^  the 
latter  to    what  he   is    beholden, 

K  3  C  H  A  ?. 

U    2  Cor.   iii.  ?,  &c.  §   i    Cor.  xi.  26. 
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CHAP.        III. 

Of  the  proper  Subjedls  of  baptirm  ;  parti- 
cularly, whether  it  is  the  Will  of 
Christ  that  the  infants,  of  believing 
parents  fhould  be  baptized  ? 

§  I.  Of  the  proper  point  in  debate*  §  2.  How 
we  may  knoiu  what  is  the  will  of  Chrijl  in  this 
matter.  §  3.  Pretended  fcriptural  evidence 
againji  P oedohaptifm^  and  the  fiippofed  ftknce  of 
the  New  Tejiament  about  it.  §  4.  Jll  thefe 
jlntipcedobaptijt  objeilions  confronted  ivith  ttuo  pro- 
fofnions.  §  5.  (I.)  Baptifm  is  APPLICABLE 
to  infants ;  as  appears  ( 1 }  From  the  nature 
and  defgn  cf  the  ordinance.  §  6  — 9.  (2)  From 
the  fcriptural  account  of  neceffary  qualif  cations^ 
§  10.  (3.)  From  the  concejjions  and  principles 
of  our  opponents,  §  n.  (II.)  It  is  the  will 
OF  Christ  our  children  Jhould  be  baptized^  as 
appears^  §  12  —  17.  (l.)  Fro?n  the  dilates 
of  the  law  cf  nature^  which  are  his  will^  luhen 
not  contravened  by  pcfitive  authority^  to  benefit 

our    "children.      §    18 28.   (2.)    From   God's 

ccnjlant  approbation  of  this  principle^  in  all  pre- 
ceding difpenfations.  §  29  —  35.  (3.)  From  the 
language    of  prophecy   rcfpc£iing  children    in  gofpcl 

times.      §  36  54.    (4-)    ^^^^^    ^^"^    Te/ia- 

tnent  paffagcs^    which    corroborate    the    preceding 
§    55'    Csrrolaries. 
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§  I.  T_T  AVING,  in  the  former  chapters, 
jLJl  inveftigated  the  nature  of  pofitive  in- 
ftitutions  in  genera],  together  with  the  nature 
and  defign  of  baptifm  in  particular  j  we  proceed 
next  to  confider,  who  are  the  proper  fubje£ls 
of  that  ordinance  ?  And  here  it  would  be  imper- 
tinent to  enlarge  on  the  evidence  we  have  in 
fcripture,  that  Jews  and  Heathens  upon  renounc- 
ing their  folfe  and  embracing  the  true  religion 
were  baptized;  for  about  this  we  have  no  dif- 
pute.  We  do  no.t  inquire,  whether  it  be  right 
or  not  to  baptize  qualified  iiaults  whd  had  not 
been  baptized  I^rfore ;  nor,  whether  a  profelTi- 
on  of  faith  and  repentance  and  a  confident 
moral  character  be  neceffary  for  fuih  -,  but  whe* 
ther  any  infajits  are  to  be  baptized  ?  or,  to  bring 
the  queftion  to  a  ftiJl  narrower  compafs,  "  Whe- 
"  ther  it  is  the  will  of  Christ  that  believing 
"  parents^  fnould  endeavour  to  have  their  children 
"  baptized',  and,  virtually,  being  the  other's 
"  correlate,  whether  it  is  the  will  of  Christ 
"  that  his  miniflers  (hould  comply  with  their 
''  requeft  in  baptizing  them  ?  "  The  A^ntipoedo- 
baptifis  adopt  the  negative ;  it  is  my  bufinefs  to 
make  good  the  affirmative.  Nor  am  I  appre- 
henfive  that  our  opponents  themfelves  will  obje6l 
to  this  ftatement  of  the.  controverfy,  but  will 
allow,  that  if  what,  is  propofed  be  fairly  demon- 
Jirated^  our  caufe  as  Pcedobaptifts  is  good,  and 
our  practice   commendable. 

§  2.  This    being   the  matter    in    debate,   our 
K  4  next 
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next  inquiry  mull:  be  refpecring  the  allowahU 
medium  of  determining  the  queftion.  I  doubt 
not  but  it  will  be  allowed,  to  fave  proving  what 
is  To  evident,  that  v\hatcver  fhall  appear  to  be 
the  will  of  God,  is  equally  the  will  of  Christ, 
and  vice  verfa.  When  1  fpeak  of  Chrifl's  WILL, 
I  mean  that  will,  upon  the  whole^  as  difcoverable 
by  us.  This  will  being  to  us  the  Supreme  Lawy 
it  is  evident  that  wherever  it  appears,  upon  the 
whole,  to  preponderate,  we  are  under  proportion- 
able   obligation  of  concurring  with   that   prepon- 

deration.  Again,    no    one,    who  deferves   to 

be  reafoned  with,  Vv^ill  deny,  that  it  is  perfectly 
hidifferent  by  what  means  this  is  afcertained,  pro- 
vided //  he  but  afcertained ;  for  if  ail  pojftble 
mediums  of  proof  be  not  allowed,  then  Chrifc's 
will,  upon  the  whole^  or  all  things  confidercd,  is 
not  the  deciding  ftandard,  which  is  abfurd. 
Befide,  this  rule  is  confiftent  with  obr  opponents' 
own  principles;  for,  when  they  appeal  on  every 
turn  to  baptifm  as  a  pofitive  infutution,  they 
can  mean  nothing  tM^  than  that  it  is  Chrifl's 
will,  all  things  cor.fidered^  .we  fhall  r.ot  baptize 
our  infant   children. 

The  poftive  evidence  of  fcripture,  in  reference 
to  baptifm,  cr  any  other  doclrine,  privilege,  or 
duty,  holds  the  fame  rank  in  theology,  as  expe- 
runsnted  evidence  does  in  reference  to  any  hypo- 
thefis  in  philofophy.  As,  in  the  latter  cafe,  there 
is  no  difputino;  in  favour  of  a  fyilem  arninjl 
fa£ls^  phenomena  and  experiments  ;  fo,  in  the 
former  cafe,    no   reafoning  can  be  valid   in   oppr.- 

Jition 
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fition  to  pofilve  evidence^  or  exprefs  difcernible 
authority.  This  authority  mufl  be  difcernible^  elfe 
it  is  no  authority  at  all,  for  then  nothing  would 
remain  to  influence  our  determination.  Nor  caa 
it  be  poftive^  but  in  proportion  as  it  is  exprefs 
and  unequivocal.  For,  in  the  prefent  cafe,  pofi- 
tive  authority  is  that,  the  reafon  of  which  we 
do  not,  and  cannot  otherwife  find  out.  There- 
fore, that  pofitive  evidence,  for  or  againft,  which, 
if  afcertained,  muft  needs  preclude  ail  further 
inveftigation,  ihould  frjt  be  attended  to.  And 
if  on  examination  no  fuch  evidence  appear,  the 
inquiry  muft  be  transferred  to  another  mediuniy 
the  nearefl,  in  the  fcale  of  importance,  to  which 
it  is  applicable.  Let  any  one  propofe  a  more 
juft  and  fatisfa£lory  mode  of  inveftigating  the 
fubje^t,  (et  erit  fnihi  magnus  Jpollo)  I  fhall  vene- 
rate his  abilities,  and  will  iincerely  tliank  him 
for  the   difcovery. 

§  3.  The  firfl:  inquiry  to  be  made  being 
concerning  the  pofitive  evidence  of  fcripture,-  I 
{Iiould  produce  all  thofe  paflages  out  of  the  New 
Teftament  which  relate  to  the  fubjeil,  were  not 
this  done  already  ;  but  as  it  is  done,  the  read- 
er is  referred  to  the  beginning  of  the  lafl:  chap- 
ter, to  prevent  needlefs  repetition.  Now  fmce 
it  wovdd  be  endlefs,  as  well'  as  unnecefTary,  for 
me  to  examine  every  facred  text  produced  againfl 
us,  or  which  may  be  fo  produced,  —  and  fuice 
that  would  be  impofing  on  myfelf  to  prove  a 
negative,  —  it  only  remains  that  I  fliould  bring 
to  the  tefl  thofe  which  our  opponents  lay  the 
K  5  greateil 
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greateft  ftrefs  upon  ;  and  this  ftep  is  the  more 
reafonable,  inafmuch  as  it  is  to  be  prefumed 
their  own  intereft  in  the  debate  would  prompt 
them  to  produce  the  ftrongeft.  And  here  I  muft 
beg  of  my  reader  he  will  give  me  credit  when 
I  fay,  that  I  (hall  endeavour  all  along  to  place 
thb  Antipoedobaptift  objedtions  in  what  appear 
to  me  the  ftrongefl  light,  and  dwell  chiefly  on 
thofe  points  which  are  of  the  moft  radical  im- 
portance in  the  controverfy. 

When  we  confider  the  di<5lates  of  nature  in 
parental  feelings ;  the  verdict  of  reafon  in  favour 
of  privileges;  the  relation  children  bore  to  the 
inftitutions  of  all  preceding  difpenfations  ;  and 
clpecially  the  language  of  prophecy  in  reference 
to  the  children  of  the  gofpel  church ;  —  it  may 
reafonably  be  prefumed,  from  their  inflexible  op- 
pofition,  our  opponents  have  fomething  very 
exprefs  to  urge  out  of  the  I^ew  Teftament  to 
countera61:  fo  ftrong  a  probability  in  our  favour. 
And,  furely,  exprefs  they  muft  be,  to  refift  the 
united  forces  of  fuch  confiderations.  And  yet, 
ftrange  to  think  !  I  do  not  find  that  any  of 
the  Antipoedobaptifts  pretend  to  adduce  one 
SINGLE  TEXT  as  an  exprefs  and  pofitive  tefti- 
mony  for  this  purpofe.  Therefore,  the  merce- 
nary forces  they  place  in  front  muft  be  fuch 
as  thefe.  "  There  is  no  exprefs  precfpt^  or  prece^ 
"  dent^  in  the  New  Teftament  for  pjedobaptifm. 
"  ..—That  fuch  paflTages  are  our  only  rule  of  doctrine 
"  and  worfliip.  —  That  the  fcripture  forbids  what 
"  it  does  not  m(?:tion» -^^Th^t  in  religious  matters 

'^  it 
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"  it  is  not  only  fmful  to  go  contra  Jlatutum-^  but 
«  to  go  fufra  Jlatuium,  "  —  To  thefe  they  add, 
"  that  to  imagine  the  firft  pofitive  rite  of  religious 
**  worfhip  in  the  chriftian  church,  is  left  in  fo  vague 
"  a  ftate  as  Poedobaptifin  fuppofes,  is  not  only 
"  contrary  to  the  analogy  of  divine  proceedings 
*'  in  funilar  cafes,  but  renders  it  morally  im- 
"  poflible  for  the  hidk  of  chriflians  to  difcern 
"  the  real  grounds  on  which  the  ordinance  is 
"  adminiftered.  —  We  have  both  exprefs  com- 
**  mandi  and  exprefs  examples  for  baptizing  fuch 
"  as  profefs  faith  in  Jefus  Chrift ;  but  for  none 
"  elfe.  —  That  the  qualifications  required  of  thofe 
"  for  whom  our  Lord  intended  the  ordinance, 
"  do  not  agree  to  an  infantile  ftate.  —  That  faith 
*'  and  repentance  are  pre-required  in  baptifm.  — 
"  Hence  Philip  faid,  If  thou  believeji  with  all 
"  thy  hearty  thou  mayefl^  A6ts  viii.  37.  The  com- 
"  mand  of  Peter  was,  Repent  and  he  baptizedy. 
"  A(Sls  ii.  38.  —  That  the  facraments  are  not 
**  converting  but  confirming  or diWYSinQts. — The  fol- 
"  lowing  fcriptures  are  alfo  urged.  Mark  xvi.  i6* 
"  He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized,  Adls  ii.  41* 
"  Then  they  that  gladly  received  his  word  were 
"  baptized.  I  Pet.  iii.  21.  The  like  figure  whtreuntOy 
*'  even  baptifm^  doth  alfo  now  Jave  us  [not  the  put- 
"  ting  away  the  filth  of  the  fiejh^  but  the  anfwer  of 
*'  a  good  confidence  towards  God)  by  the  refurrec- 
"  tion  of  Jefus  Chriji,  Again,  That  the  fcrip- 
"  tures  confine  its  adminiilration  to  fuch  as  pro^ 
^'fefe  faith  in  the  Son  of  God.  —That  our 
*-'  practice  reftrains  it  almoft  intirely  to  fuch  as  lie 
K  6  ^*^  under 
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"  under  a  natural  incapacity  of  profeffing  repen- 
"  tance  and  faith,  —  That  pofitive  laws  imply 
"  their  negative  j  —  that  our  Lord  having  given 
"  a  commiiTion  to  baptize  thofe  that  are  taught^ 
"  without  faying  any  thing  elfewhere,  by  way 
"  of  precept  or  of  example,  concerning  fuch  as 
"  are  not  infl:ru(fi:ed  being  included  in  that  com- 
"  miffion ;  there  was  no  necellity  for  him  to 
"  prohibit  the  baptizing  of  thofe  who  are  not 
"  taught :  much  lefs  the  baptizing  of  infants, 
"  that  cannot  be  taught,  in  order  to  render  the 
"  baptifm  of  them  unlawful.  —  That  fmce  office, 
"  or  duty,  means  an  ac^tion  conformable  to 
^'  la%i\  it  is  plain  that  duty  cannot  be  conceived 
"  without  a  law  ;  that  he  does  not  perform 
"  a   duty,   when   the    law^   or   the  reofon  of   the 

"  law    ceafes  f." Thefe,  I  believe,  are  Mr. 

B.'s  moji  capital  objedions,  which  are  excerpta 
taken  out  of  his  eighth  chapter,  entitled,  No 
exprcfs  precepty  or  precedent^  in  the  Neiv  TeJ^a^ 
menty  for  Pcedchaptifin.  But  numerous  as  they 
are,  their  whole  colle6live  force  from  van  to 
rear,   confifts  in   thefe   two  things, 

1.  That  fuch  are  the  qualif cations  for  bap- 
tifm, required  in  fcripture,  that  children  are 
incapable  of  it. 

2.  That,  fuppofing  they  were  qualified,  fince 
infants  are  not  exprefsly  and  uncontrovertibly 
mentioned  in   connexion  with  baptifm,  it   is  not 

the. 

t    Pcedob,     Exam.     p.   16?,     174,     ^^f),     170,     iSr.     1S3,. 
i?4,     185,     187,     188^    190. 
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the  will  of  Chriji  they  (hould  be  baptized ;  be- 
caufe  in  a  pofitive  inftitution,  nothing  fhort  of 
an  exprefs  precept  or  plain  example  can  indicate 
his    will. 

§4.  On  the  contrary;  to  confront,  to  break, 
and  to  rout  this  boalled  fophilllcal  phalanx,  I 
Ihail   fliew, 

I.  That  the  ordinance  of  baptifm  is  appll. 
cable  to  infants,  not  lefs  than  to  adults  :  or,  in 
other  words,  that  infants  are  polTefled,  accord- 
ing to  fcripture,  of  all  necejfary  qualifications  for 
baptifm,  and  therefore   are  capable  of  it. 

II.  That  there  is  fufficient  pofitive  evidence 
it  is  the  WILL  of  Christ  baptized  believing 
parents  fhould  endeavour  to  get  their  children 
baptized.     Let  us  begin   with  the  former. 

§  5.  (I.)  That  the  ordinance  of  baptifm  is 
applicable  to  infants,  as  well  as  adults,  appears 
hence, 

(i.)  That  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
and  deftgn  of  it,  but  is  equally  applicable  to  an 
infant  as  to  its  parent.     For, 

I.  What  is  its  nature?  It  is  a  feed.  This,  I 
flatter  myfelf,.  has  been  demon/lrattd  in  the 
foregoing  chapter ;  and  am  bold  to  fay,  is  ca- 
pable of  manifold  demonftration.  But  what 
does  it  feal  ?  Not  tliat  die  fub]e6t,  rightly  bap- 
ti%edy  as  fome  have  affirmed,  is  aflured  thereby 
that  he  is  juftified  rmd  faved  :  which  muft  imply, 
if  any  thing,  that  he  who  is  notfo  afjiired  was 
not  rightly    baptized  ;   than  which   nothing    need 

be 
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be  more  abfurd.  For,  then,  numbers  baptized 
by  the  apoftles  themfelves  were  not  rightly  bap- 
tized. And  yet,  being  a  feal,  it  muft  aflure  the 
rightly  baptized  fubje6t  of  fomething.  But  what 
is  this  fomething?  Is  it  that  the  fubje6l  Is  y/;?- 
£erej  that  he  has  «  good  coj^fc'ience^  is  aSfually 
pcjjejfed  of  certain  perfonal  endowments,  or  cer- 
tainly  entitled  to  new  covenant  bleffings  ?  This 
is  impoiTible,  on  any  other  hypothefis  than  the 
Popifli  figment  of  facraments  being  effedual  to 
the  fubjedt,  ex  opere  operato.  What  it  ^iffuresy 
therefore,  is  not  any  thing  fuhjeSJively  to  tlie 
baptized,  whereby  he  is  diftinguifhed  from  others; 
but  as  the  only  alternative,  the  fen  ling  mufl  im- 
ply an  ohjeSiive  certainty  afforded  him  by  the 
Inftitutor.     Now, 

2.  What  is  the  deftgn  of  this  obje61:ive  fealing? 
and  what  are  the  truths  thus  certified  ?  ( I  fay 
truths^  for  nothing  which  is  not  true  does  the 
God  of  truth  certify. )  The  anfwer  is  plain  — 
That  he  will  be  A  God  to  all  the  fealcd,  Or> 
more  fully,  this  is  the  record,  "  That  God  gives 
i.  e.  exhibits  to  fuch  eternal  life,  thro'  the  me- 
diation of  his  Son,  and  the  influences  of  his 
fpirit.'*  But  when  I  fay,  that  God  affures  the 
baptized  in  and  by  the  fa^i  of  the  ordinance, 
he  will  be  a  God  to  him,  I  do  not  intend  the 
eiToneous,  but  too  common  notion,  that  a  de- 
claration or  promife  of  his  being  a  God  to  any, 
in  the  oeconomical  revelation  of  mercy,  implies 
a  certain  connection  between  the  promifee  and  his 
future  (much  lefs    his  prefeut)    pojjcjpon    of    the 

Chief 
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Chief  Good.  For  fuch  declarations  and  promif- 
es  cannot,  I  think,  be  conceived  of,  when 
gddreffed  to  man,  under  any  other  notion  than 
that  of  a  propofal  from  a  firft  mover  of  covenant 
terms  ;  for  the  free  nature  of  man  requires  that 
he  fiiould  be  addrefled  in  this  way.  But  how 
man  anfwers  the  divine  requifitions,  or  how  he 
carries  by  a  nature  and  difpofition  which,  as  an 
echo,  makes  a  fuitable  reply  to  fuch  a  propofal, 
belongs    intirely    to   another  dtfpenfation^    namely, 

that    of    SOVEREIGN     EFFICACIOUS     GRACE  ;     tllC 

Holy  spirit  therein  executing  the  decree  of  elec- 
tion. It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  Lord 
may  be  properly  faid  to  be  the  God  (or  the  chief 
good)  of  a  perfon  or  people,  in  divine  ordinan- 
ces, independent  of  any  adftipulation  from  the 
creature.  For  he  was,  in  this  fenfe,  the  God  of 
the  infant  Jews,  and  uncircumcifed  in  hearty 
no  lefs  than  Abraham  himfelf.      But, 

3.  Who  fees  not  that  if  it  be  a  truth  he  may 
be  a  God  to  any,  infants  or  adults,  independent  en 
their  gracious  difpofition,  the  fame  truth  may  be 
confidently  fealed  and  certified  to  them.  This  I  in- 
lift  was  done  to  all,  adults  or  infants^  rightly  cir- 
cumcifed ;  and  this  is  done  to  all,  adults  or  infants, 
rightly  baptized.  However  io^^  have  made  an 
improper  ufe  of  the  topick  of  circumcilion  in  the 
baptifmal  controverfy,  one  would  think  there  is 
one  thing  at  lead  that  may  be  inferred  from  it 
— that  the  feal  of  God's  covenant  to  man,  be 
that  feal  and  that  covenant  what  they  may,  is 
APPLICABLE  to  an  infant  as  well  as  to  its  pa- 
rent.    If,   indeed,   God's    requifitions    could    not 

be 
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be  anfwered  In  any  other  way^  than  by  the  be^ 
lieving  confeni  of  the  finner,  there  would  be  feme 
fcrce  in  the  objeccion  of  infants'  incapacity  and 
incapability  of  being  the  fubjetSls  of  God's  cove- 
nant ftal.  But  this  is  not  the  cafe.  For  tho' 
infants  are  finners,  and  have  no  believing  con- 
fent ;  yet  fome  infants,  our  opponents  being 
judges,  anfwer  God's  requifitions,  or,  in  other 
words,  are  juRified,  The  truth  is,  the  infant  of 
a  day,  and  the  convert  of  three-fcore  years,  are 
accepted  on  tht  fajne  account^  tho'  attended  with 
different  circurnftances.  Union  with  the  Saviour, 
formed  by  a  fovereign  ad  of  grace,  anfwers  all 
demands.  All  other  confideratioiis  are  merely 
circumftantial.  If,  then,  infants  are  capable  of 
anfwering  the  grand  condition  of  acceptance,  nay 
equally  fo  with  adults,  it  is  evident  that  they 
are  capable  of  being  under  obligations,  and  ftill 
7nore  capable  of  baptifin,  the  feal  of  the  objedive 
certainty   of  exhibited  blcihngs. 

§  6.  (2.)  That  infants  are  capaile  fubjeSIs 
appears,  alfo,  from  the  fcriptural  account  of  necef- 
fary  qualifications  for  baptiCm.  Infants  are  capa- 
ble not  only  of  what  is  equivalent  to  faith,  re- 
pentance, the  anfwer  of  a  good  confcience,  a 
profeflion  of  Chrift,  &c.  and  a  fubjeSlive  fuit- 
ablenefs  for  the  inftitution  ;  but  alfo  of  that  very 
things  from  which  thefe  qualities  derive  all  their 
value. 

I.  Infants  are  capable  of  what  is  equivalent 
to  faith,  &c.  in  the  moft  important  concerns, 
fuch   as    acceptance    with    God,    juflification    to 

life, 
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life,  &c.  and  where  thefe  very  things  are  pro- 
nounced as  necejjary  as  in  the  cafe  of  ba^^'tifm. 
For  indance,  He  t^iat  helieveth  (hall  be  faved ; 
but  he  that  helieveth  not  (hall  be  damned.  With- 
out faith  it  is  impoTible  to  pleafe  God.  Except 
ye  repent^  ye  (hall  all  llkewife  perijh.  He  that 
helieveth  not  God,  hath  made  him  a  liar.  With 
the  heart  man  helieveth  unto  right eonfnefs^  and 
with  the  mouth  confejjion  is  made  unto  fahation. 
Now,  what  can  be  more  evident  than  that  thefe, 
and  innumerable  fuiiilar  paiTages,  are  not  intended 
to  exclude  from  the  benefits  of  redemption,  ail 
infants^  but  UNBELIEVERS,  IMPENITENT  fmncrs, 
DisPLEASERS  of  God,  and  disowners  of  Chrifi:. 
This  conclufion  does  not,  indeed,  appear  from 
the  paflages  themfelves,  for  they  are  as  exprefs 
and  peremptory  as  can  be,  in  rejlriding  the  qua- 
lifications for  SALVATION,  tO  FAITH,  REPENT- 
ANCE, &c.  yet,  when  we  confider  infants'  capa- 
city for  the  former^  as  moral  and  immortal 
beings,  and  their  incapacity  for  the  latter^  (how- 
ever peremptorily  the  conditions  and  qualifica- 
tions are  fpecified  ;  )  and  when  we  confider  the 
favo  i/able  regard  (hewn  them,  in  every  difpen- 
fation,  by  the  Grcj.t  Father  of  all;  we  are  fairly 
led  to  conclude,  that  fuch  pafiagcs  of  holy  writ 
do  not  afiect  infants,  as  ^/^/z-believers,  «c7«-peni- 
tents,  «(7«-pleafers,  or  w^/i-profefTors.  For  the 
poiltive  virtues  and  graces  which  divines  call 
conditions  of  falvation,  fine  qua  «3;z,  are  oppofed, 
not  to  the  mere  aifence  of  thofe  qualities  in  their 
aclivity  and  cxercife,   but  to  their  active  oppojites^ 

unbelief, 
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unbelief,  impenitence,  &c.  which   can  take  place 
only   in   adults. 

From  the  premifes,  then,  it  is  clear,  that  if 
infants  are  capable  of  thofe  things  which  are 
equivalc7it  to  faith  and  repentance,  as  qualifica- 
tions for  the  mojl  important  privilege  of  falvati- 
on,  they  are  alfo  capable  of  what  are  equivalent 
to  them    as   qualifications    for    the    lefs    'miportant 

•♦privilege  of  baptifm.  For,  if  the  one  be  denied, 
fo  may  the  other  ;  and  if  the  one  be  granted, 
fo  ought  the  other.  Infants  are  capable  of  a 
divinely  conftituted  umon  with  the  infinitely  wor- 
thy Saviour,  not  lefs  than  adults  ;  and  are  they 
incapable  of  the  jpnhol  of  that  union  ?  Infants 
are  capable  of  the  influences  of  the  holy  Spirit, 
not  lefs  than  adults ;  and  are  they  incapable 
of  the  fymhol  of  thofe  influences  ?  He  that  can 
believe  it,   let   him   believe   it. 

§  7.  2.  Infants   are   capable    of   a  fuhje/ytlve 

fmtahlerufs  for  the  inflitution.  The  nature  and 
defign  of  baptifi-n  require,  as  is  plain  to  com- 
mon fenfe,  that  oflenfible  foes^  fuch  as  unbeliev^ 
ers,  impenitents,  and  the  like,  ought  not  to  be 
treated  as  apparent  friends  ^  that  thofe  who  evi- 
dently  love  darknefs  rather  than  light,  becaufe 
their  deeds  are  evil,  fhould  not  be  ranked  with 
the  vifihle  children  of  light  ;  but  does  it  follow, 
that  infants  muft  be  clafTed  with  the  former,  and 
not  with  the  latter  ?  There  is  a  fuitahknefs  in 
excluding  open  enemies  from  an  external  token 
of  a  fuppofed  fitnefs  to  be  fubjec^s  of  the  gofpel 
kingdom.     But  does  it  follow  that  infants  ought 

to 
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to  be   alfo  excluded  ?     Again,     there   is    a  fuit- 
ablenefs  in   this,   that  none  but  believers,  penitents 
and   profeflbrs  (hould    be   baptized,   a7nong  adults^ 
becaufe  if  they  are  not  fuch,  they  muft  be  po- 
iitively    the    reverfe  ;    for    in    them    there   is  no 
alternative  ;    there   is  no   medium   between   faith 
and  unbelief,    between    repentance    and    impeni- 
tence.    Of  thcrn^   he  that  is   not  for    Chrifr,    is 
againfl  him.      But   can   the   fame  be  faid   of  in- 
fants ?    Becaufe  they  are  riot  intelligent  and  volun- 
tary  fubjeds,  muft  they  be  treated  as  foreigners  ? 
nay,   as   rebels  ?     Is    there    no    medium    between 
loyal   a6live   obedience,   and   rebellion  ?    And  be- 
caufe the  infants  of  any  community  do  not  make 
an   adtive   part  of  the  ftate,   does   it  follow   that 
there  is   no  fuitablenfs  in  their  being  fubjec^s    at 
all  ?      But   if  there   be  a   fuitablenels  in   infants 
being   admitted  proper  fubjeits    of  a  civil   king- 
dom,  much  more   is   there  a  fuitablenefs    in   their 
being  admitted  fubjeds   of  the  gofpel  kingdom  ; 
the  requifitions  of  the  latter  having   a  refpedt  to 
gracey    wdiich    is    applicable    to    both    alike,     but 
thofe  of  the  formtr   having    a   refpe£l    to   reafon^ 
of  which    infants    are  incapable. 

Moreover  :  it  is  apparent,  that  faith  and 
repentance  are  no  diftingui(hing  characleriiiicks 
of  a  chriftian  as  fuch^  but  of  a  chriftian  as  adult  \ 
thefe  qualitications  are  not  efjhitial  to  chriftia- 
nity,  (if  we  intend  thereby  falvation  thro'  Chrift) 
for  this  may  e>iift  without  them.  Now  if  the 
initiating  ordinance  of  chriftianity  has  relation  to 
the   ejjence^  nature   and  dcfign   of  chriftianity,  and 

not 
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not  merely  to  a  particular  mode  of  it,  it  follows 
that  the  ordinance  is  applicable  to  infants.  To 
fay,  that  this  initial  rite  refers  not  to  chriftia- 
nity  itfelf,  but  only  to  a  certain  mode  or  cir- 
cumflance  of  it,  is  flatly  to  contradidt  its  nature 
and  delign.  For  baptifm  exhibits  the  whole  of 
chriftianity,  and  not  merely  a  part  \  its  ejfence 
and  not  a  mere  circumjlance  ;  as  appears  from 
the  preceding  chapter.  It  exhibits  regeneration, 
fanclification,  myAical  union,  falvaiion,  Szc.  which 
are  common  to  infants  and  adults.  Nor  does 
it  appear,  I  believe,  that  ^ny  thing  is  therein  ex- 
hibited, which  is  not  equally  applicable  to  both. 
Nay,  were  we,  for  argument'  fake,  to  allow  Mr. 
B.  's  account  of  what  it  reprefents,  viz.  The 
death,  burial,  and  refurredion  of  Chrift,  and 
communion  with  him  therein,  it  ftill  follows, 
that  infants  are  not  lefs  capable  of  the(e  blefT- 
ings  than  believers,  penitents  and  profefTors. 
They  are  aifo  capable  of  being  put  under  obli- 
gation^ except  we  adopt  one  of  the  moil  abJurd 
pofitions  —  That  we  ,  ought  not  to  be  grateful, 
when  grown  up  to  manhood,  for  a  benefit  re- 
ceived in  infancy.  Thus  we  fee,  that  fuitable- 
nefs  to  the  nature  and  defign  of  baptifm,  belongs 
to   the  infant    no   lefs  than   his    parent. 

§  8.  3.  Again  :  they  are  capable  of  that  very 
thivg  from  which  faith,  repentance  and  profef- 
fion  derive  all  their  value.  That  there  is  in 
fcriptuie  a  conne(Rion  formed  between  believing 
and  baptifm  in  adults^  is  clear  from  particular 
paii'ages,    as    well   as  the    nature    and    defign    of 

the 
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the  ordinance;    but   it    is   not  lefs  clear  that  this 
connexion    depends    on    thefe    qualities,    not    as 
they    are   in  themjelves^   but  only  as   they  are  In- 
dicative   of    fomething   more   efTential  f.      Thefe 
qualities  are   no    further    valuable    than  they   are 
exprejjive  of  the  perfon's  moral  and  relative y?«/^. 
For,   on   our   opponents'  own  principles,  a   pre- 
ponderation  of  evidence  againfi  the  latter,  would 
abolifh  the  pretenfions  of  the   former.     They  will 
allow,  that  the  moft  plaufible  profeffion  of  know- 
ledge  or   faith,    is    of  itfelf  no   fufficient    ground 
for  baptizing  adults  \    for   if    fuch  a    defe6l    in 
a    candidate's    moral   charader,    as    demonftrates 
to   the   minifter   at  the .  time   of  baptization,   the 
infmcerity   of  his   profeffion,   and   the  badnefs   of 
his  ftate,    be   proved  againft    him,  it  would  cer- 
tainly   difqualify   him    for   the    ordinance.     It   is 
clear  from  the  nature  of  the  cafe,  that  the  be- 
forementioned    qualities,    rather    than    any   other 
chriftian    virtues,     are    conne^kd    with    baptifm, 
becaufe   they   are   the    moft   ftriking   and   decifive 
indications  of  a   real  change  of  ftate,    or  at    leaft 
fuitablenefs  of  ftate  and  difpofition  to   commence 
a  fubjeci:   of  the   gofpel   kingdom.     Does  an  in- 
fidel   become    a  believer  P      Does  a   criminal  be- 
come a  penitent  P     Is  tlie  ignorant  become  know- 
ing F      Then   they  give  a  minilter   the  belt  evi- 
dence  the   cafe   can   afford,   that    they  are  proper 
fubje^^s  ;  that  is,  in  a  itate  fuited  to  the   nature 
and  defign  of  the  inftitunon.    Could  we  fuppofe 
a   perfon   poffefled   of   the   cleared   underftanding 

of 
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of  chriftlan  do6trines  ;  making  the  moft  devout 
and  abundant  profelTions  of  fincerity,  of  the 
foundnefs  of  his  faith  and  the  genuinenefs  of 
his  repentance  ;  the  integrity  and  circumfpedlion 
of  his  condu^i:  for  a  length  of  time  part  ;  — 
but,  while  the  candidate  is  (landing  ready  for 
the  ordinance,  and  the  minifter  is  going  to  ex- 
ecute the  command  of  Chrift,  inconteftible  evi- 
dence is  produced  of  his  being  that  very  day 
guilty  of  a  notorious  deliberate  crime,  which  he 
had  lludioufly  concealed  ;  what  can  the  minif- 
ter  do  ?  Mull  he  forbid  water  ?  On  what 
ground  ?  His  knowledge,  profeffion  of  faith, 
repentance,  &c.  are  now  fuperfeded  on  a  moral 
account.  On  the  fuppofition,  his  baptifm  was 
to  have  taken  place  becaufe  of  thofe  qualifica- 
tions, but  now  he  is  excluded  becauje  he  wants 
THAT  VERY  THING  of  which  children  are  capa- 
ble^  viz.  a  (late  of  grace  and  acceptance.  But, 
if  it  be  faid,  that  the  reafon  of  his  rejedlion 
was  becaufe  his  profelTion  was  not  fincere^  it 
amounts  to  thp  fame  thing  ;  for  what  is  the 
difference  between  a  (late  of  fmcerity  and  a 
(late  of  grace  ? 

§  9.  Should  it  be  (lill  urged,  that  "  what  is 
deemed  by  the  Antipcedobaptifls  as  the  grand  qua- 
lification, is  a  credible  profejfion  \  not  grace  apart, 
nor  profelTion  apart,  but  the  union  of  both  \ 
of  which   infants    are   incapable : "    I  anfwer. 

This  diftin :1ion,  however  fpecious,  is  a  mere 
evafion.  For  if  there  be  any  force  in  it,  it 
militates    alike   againft  their  fahabiiity.     For   we 

arc 
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are  faved  by  grace,  thro^  faith.  We  are  faved 
by  hope.  With  the  mouth  confejjlon  is  made  to 
falvation»  If  any  man  love  not  the  Lord  jefus 
Chrift,  let  him  be  anathema  maranatha.  Repent 
—  that  your  fms  may  be  blotted  out.  Now  if 
this  union  be  requifite  in  one  cafe,  it  mull  be 
fo  in  the  other^  iince  it  is  required  with  equal 
expHcitnefs  in  both.  And  falvation  is  connected, 
not  with  grace  apart,  nor  profefTion  apart,  but 
with  the  union  of  grace  and  the  exprefTions 
thereof  in  faith,  hope,  confefTion,  love  to  Chrift, 
and  repentance.  But  whatever  fhews  this  latter 
inftance  to  be  fallacious  is  proportionably  con- 
clufive  againft  the  objection.  Suffice  it  to  ob* 
ferve,  as  before —  that  in  each  cafe,  the  fcriptures 
require  thefe  exprellions  and  figns  of  a  gracious 
ftate,  of  thofe  only  wlio  are  capable  of  their 
aiStive  oppofitcs,  or  the  contrary  vices.  And 
they  derive  their  value  intirely  from  the  circum^ 
fiances  in  which  they  are  placed  f,  and  not  from 
any  fuppofed  excellency  refulting  from  their 
union  as   fuch. 

Besides,  that  there  is  no  fuch  union  as  the 
objection  fuppofes,  no  fuch  indilpenfible  connec- 
tion between  thefe  qualities  and  baptifm,  as 
founded  on  divine  pofitive  authority^  is  apparent 
hence  ;  that  in  the  New  Teftament  different 
qualities  are  required  of  differont  perfons^  accord- 
ing to  the  circumftances  in  which  thefe  perfons 
are  found.  If  any  are  charged  with  fome  no- 
torious fms,   the   exhortation   is,    Repent    and    be 

bap- 
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baptized  j  if  any  are  in  a  ftate  of  inquiry  after 
falvation,  the  qualification  is,  believing  .  on  the 
Lord  Jefus  Chrijl  \  if  any  hefitate  in  giving  their 
affent  to  his  meffiahfhip,  believing  with  the  luhole 
heart  is  required.  In  like  manner  the  confejjion 
of  ftns^  receiving  the  word  with  joy^  the  anfwer 
of  a  good  confcience^  t^c.  are  required  in  different 
circumftances.  But  what  renders  this  argument 
irrefragable  is,  that  our  Lord  was  a  fuitahle  fub- 
jeSl  of  the  haptifm  of  repentance^  the*  incapable 
of  repentance.  He  poflelTed,  indeed,  what  was 
equivalent  to  it,  but  not  the  thing  itfelf  The 
fame  may  be  faid  of  regeneration^  tffc.  The  bap- 
tifm  of  John  required  repentance  and  the  con- 
fefTion  of  their  fins  of  thofe  only  who  were  in 
circumftances  capable  of  thefe  things,  but  they 
were  not  cfjcntial  qualifications ;  for  what  was 
cfTential  to  the  nature  and  defign  of  the  infii- 
tution,  Chrift  muft  have  poffefied,  elfe  there  was 
no  propriety  and  fuitablenefs  in  his  being  the 
fubje6t  of  it.* 

As  to  what  is  called  a  credible  profejfion^  it  is 
plain  the  epithet  credible  is  predicated  of  pro- 
feiTion  to   fliew,    on   the  one  hand,    the   infuffi- 

ciency 

*  "  Neque  obftare  debet,  quod  non  cnma  quae  iridem  per 
*'  baptifmum  fiprificari  fjlent,  in  iflam  setatem  [  fcil  infant  amj 
**  propiie  congruant.  Nam  tt  fccritintiay  quim  fcimus  baptifmo  de- 
**  fignari,  majorfm  cCrte  in  iis  qui,  cum  vitani  diu  impuram 
•*  ej^iflent,  vitac  t  tius  nnutindJE  proprfitum  tefiabantur,  quam 
**  in  ali!s,  iccum  hntebat  j  in  Christo  vero,  qucm  Johannes 
*'  baptizTvit,  nullum  ;  qui,  ut  Tertullianus  loquitur,  «t/- 
**  liui  panitentia  ddi'.cr  linSui  ejl,'*  PoLi  Synopf,  in  Matth. 
xix.  14. 
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ciency  of  mere  profeffion,  and  on  the  other, 
that  the  fuppofed  pojfejffion  of  the  thing  profcfled, 
gives  to  profeffion  the  whole  of  its  value.  Thus 
in  refpetSl  of  promifes  and  oaths,  they  arc  no 
further  valuable,  in  a  moral  and  religious  fenfe, 
than  they  are  exa6t  delineations  of  the  refpec- 
tive  principles  from  which  they  are  fuppofed  to 
proceed.  A  promifor  or  a  juror,  known  to  be 
falfe  in  the  matter  promifed  or  fworn,  is  deteft- 
ed.  The  value  of  thefe  things  arifes  from  their 
credibility^  that  is,  from  the  fuppofed  conneSilon 
between  the  fign  and  the  thing  thereby  fignified. 
So  far,  then,  it  is  clear,  that  if  there  be  any  pro- 
feffion at  all^  that  profeffion  ought  to  be  ere- 
dible.  But  from  the  confideration,  that  no  pro- 
feffion is  available  but  what  is  credible,  it  does 
not  follow,  that  profeffion  of  this  or  any  other 
kind  is  neceffary.  For  the  nature  of  the  gof» 
pel  kingdom,  and  of  this  inftitution,  do  not 
require,  any  more  than  the  nature  of  civil 
government,  that  infants,  becaufe  not  capable 
of  profeffmg  allegiance  to  their  refpedlive  kings, 
(hould  be  confidered  as  no  fuhjeSis ;  tho*  the 
nature  and  defign  of  the  one  and  the  other 
require,  that  where  it  is  fuitable  there  fhould 
be  a  profeffion  at  all,  it  fltould  be  a  credible  one. 
§10.  (3.)  It  may  be  made  to  appear,  from 
the  principles  and  coneeffions  of  our  opponents, 
that  infants  are  not  naturally  incapable  of  bap- 
tifm ;  but  the  incapacity  they  objedl  to  is  de- 
duced, from  the  fuppofed  eilentiality  of  faith 
and  profeffion,  as  qualifications  for  the  ordinance. 
For  thus  Dr.  S.  writes  in  reply  to  Dr.  Ad- 
L  dington's 
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DING  ton's  enumeration  of  benefits  refultino-  from 
infant  baptifm :  *'  Now,  Sir,  if  thefe  advantages, 
which  no  doubt  are  very  great  and  important, 
were  the  natural  and  proper  effeds  of  the  ap- 
plication of  baptifm  to  infants ;  or  if  the  cere- 
mony were  appohited  by  God  to  thefe  ends  ;  or 
IF  the  omifTion  of  it  did  at  all  leffen  the 
obligations  of  parents  to  take  care  of  the  edu- 
cation of  their  children,  or  of  children  to  make 
all  fuitable  returns  to  their  parents  and  to  demean 
themfelves  well  in  life,  or  of  minifters  to  inflru£t 
and  exhort  them  both  to  their  feveral  duties  : 
IF  this  were  the  cafe,  /  ackriow ledge  it  vjould  be 
both    cruel  and  impious   to  deny   them  to  children  ||." 

Here  it  is  plain,  from  the  avowed  connexion 
fubfifling  between  the  confequence  and  the  hy- 
pothetical antecedents,  that  nothing  is  neceffary  to 
render  infants  equally  capable  of  baptifm  with 
adults,  but  a  divine  appoint?nent  of  its  applica- 
tion to  them,  or  its  ufeful  tendency  when  applied. 
And,  therefore,  no  incapacity  in  infants,  Dr.  S. 
being  judge,  can  be  fairly  objected,  but  what 
arifes  from  a  begging  of  the  queflion  in  debate. 
For,  if  it  fhall  appear,  that  it  is  the  will  of  Chrijl 
believers  (hould  get  their  infant  offspring  bap- 
tized ;  or,  if  it  (hall  appear,  that  there  is  a  pre- 
ponderation  oi  folid  advantages  in  its  favour,  the 
pretended  incapability  urged  is  totally  annihilated. 

§  II.  (II.)  I  AM  now  to  fhew,  that  it  is  the 
WILL  OF  Christ  baptized  believing  parents 
Ihould  endeavour  to  get  their  children  baptized. 
When  I  exprefs  myfclf  thus,  I  would  not  be  under- 

ftood 
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flood  to  mean,  that  thofe  parents  who  are  not 
baptized^  and  do  not  believe^  are  under  no  obligation 
with  refpeil  to  their  own  baptifin  and  that  of 
their  children  ;  but  our  controverfy  with  the  Ami- 
poedobaptifts  does  not  require  a  greater  univer- 
fahty  tlian  is  exprefTed  in  the  propofition.  It 
muft  be  left  to  the  candid  reader  to  determine, 
whether  the  preceding  pages  evince  the  capable 
lity  of  infants  to  anfwer  the  nature  and  defign 
of  the  inftitution.  But  our  opponents  contend, 
"  That,  fuppofing  they  were  capable  and  qua- 
"  lified,  fince  infants  are  not  exprcfsly  and  incon- 
"  trovertibly  mentioned  in  conne6lion  with  baptifrn, 
"  it  is  not  the-  will  of  Chriji  they  Ihould  be  bap^ 
"  tized;  becaufe,  in  a  pofitive  inftitution,  no- 
"  thing  fhort  of  an  exprefs  precept  or  plain  ex- 
"  ample  can  indicate  his  will,"  The  fallacious 
impropriety  of  conne6ling  the  abftracl  notion  of 
a  pofitive  inftitution  with  the  ordinance  of  baptifrn 
in  its  complex  form,  and  efpecially  in  extending 
its  pojitivenefs  to  the  moral  qualifcations  of  the 
fubje6ls,  has  been  (hewn  in  the  firft  chapter ; 
to  which  the  reader  is  referred.  Now,  againft 
the  remaining  part  of  the  objection  I  maintair)^^ 
that  on  fuppofition  infants  are  not  exprefsly  and 
incontrovertibly  mentioned  in  connection  with 
baptifm,  there  is  fufficient  pofitive  evidenu  ia 
favour  of    Poedobaptifm.     For, 

§   12.  (i)    The   law    a?id   light    of    natwe  re- 
quire, and  confeqiiently  the    will  of   Chrijl^    that 
parents  fliould  introduce  their  children  to  all  thi 
bsmfits  and  privileges  of  which  they  are  capable, 
L  2  That 
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That  infants  are  fubjedls  capable  of  baptifm 
{capable^  I  mean,  in  the  propereft  fenfe)  has 
been  demonftrated.  For,  baptifm  being  the  seal 
of  God,  to  be  miniilerially  appHed  to  all  the 
fubje6ts  of  the  vifible  gofpel  kingdom  ^  and  circum- 
ctfton  being  a  seal  of  the  righteoufnefs  of  faith ; 
the  latter  therein  eminently  agreeing  with  the 
former ;  it  follows,  that  if  an  infant  be  capable 
of  the  one,  it  is  equally  fo  of  the  other. — It 
remains  therefore  that  we  attend  to  the  remain- 
ing parts  of  the  complex  proportion.     I  fay,  then, 

I.  Baptism  is  a  benefit  and  privilege  when 
applied  to  capable  fubjedls,  pofTeffing  all  the 
qualifications  necefTary  to  anfwer  the  fcriptural 
defign  of  the  ordinance.  That  it  is  a  benefit 
to  fuch  is  apparent,  when  we  confider  what 
baptifm  when  applied  nccefTarily  includes.  It 
includes  a  relative  change  of  flate ;  thereby 
the  fubje61:  is  tranllated,  minifterially,  from  a 
ftate  of  diftance  to  a  flate  of  nearnefs  ;  is  fepa- 
rated  from  the  world  and  joined  to  the  uni- 
verfal  church ;  is  thereby  legally  entitled  to 
all  the  other  external  privileges  of  the  gofpel  dif- 
penfation,  of  which  the  fubje6t  is  capable,  this 
being  the  right  of  initiation  into  them.  Again,  it 
includes,  a  dedication  of  the  fubje6l  to  P'ather, 
Son,  and  Spirit;  is  a  feal  of  God's  covenant 
to  the  fubjedt,  afTuring  him  to  his  dying  day, 
that  therein  are  exhibited  to  him  exceeding 
great  and  precious  promifes  ;  and,  of  courfe, 
.'ays  a  foundation  for  the  moll:  rational  and  in- 
terefting  obligations  of   duty.      And,  indeed,  the 

fingle 
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fingle   confideration  of    baptifm  laying    all   fuita- 
ble   lubje^iis   to   whom  it     is    minifterially  applied 
under   fuch  obligations,    is   alone  decifive  in  fup- 
port  of  the  point  under  confideration.     And  here 
we  may   a(k,    If   infants   are  capable  and  fui table 
fubje6i:s,    as   we    have   proved    they    are,     and  if 
the    above   important    particulars "  belong    to    all 
thefe   when  baptized,    as  fuch ;    what   greater  he^ 
nejit    can    we    conceive  to  appertain    to  a  divine 
inftitution  ?  Could  Paul  himfelf   regard   his  bap- 
tifm   in  a   more    heneficud  light?    For,    if    it   be 
faidj    that     an   adult  has    an     opportunity   at  his 
baptifm    to   tcjlify  his  faith     and    repentance,    to 
profefs    his    fubjeflion     and    allegiance  to    Chrift, 
it  is  plain   this  is  only  confounding  what   are  in 
themfelves     diftin6t,    divine    benefiti     and     human 
duties.     To  call    the  difcharge  of   duty  a  divine 
benefit,    in   flridlnefs  of  fpeech,    is    to    fay    that 
the  grounds    of    moral   obligation,     and   the    dif- 
charge  thereof,    are     one    and  the     fame    thing, 
which  is  abfurd.     The  grounds,  motives  and  en- 
couragements of   duty  are    divine  benefits,  toge- 
ther with   the  ability,   inclination    and   the  effec- 
tive  caufe   of   compliance  with   duty  ;  but,    pro- 
perly fpeaking,  duties  themfelves  are  not  fo.     And 
this   muft   neceflarily    be   the   cafe  while    man   is 
free  in  his  a6lions   and  accountable  for  them. 

§  13.  If  the  above  reafoning  be  juft,  and  if 
I  do  not  greatly  mifunderftand  our  oppofers,  their 
notion  of  baptifm  is  no  benefit  at  all  We  con- 
fider  the  baptifmal  ordinance  as  a  fed  of  God's 
covenant  to  feeder ati^  and  of  confequcnce  the 
L  3  right 
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light  to  it  a  hejiefii.  To  this  Dr.  S.  replies, 
"  If  fealing  be,  as  you  have  feen,  a  matter  of 
duty  rather  than  of  right,  to  ule  this  kind  of 
language  is  much  the  fame  as  to  fay,  that  per- 
fons  have  a  right  to  do  their  duty]-,"  But  be  it 
known,  that  this  worthy  author  does  not  fay, 
as  indeed  he  could  not  with  any  colour  of  plau- 
fibility,  that  infants  are  incapable  of  being  be^ 
nefited  by  free  grants  and  covenants,  for  thus  he 
fubjoins :  "  A  man  may  be  included  in  a  cove- 
nant or  BENEFITED  by  it,  who  is  no  ivay  a  party 
to  it,  and  whofe  fignature  therefore  is  not  at 
all  rcquifite.  Children,  for  infiance,  frequently 
derive  advantages  from  covenants  which,  with 
all  the  authentic  forms  of  them,  exifted  long  be- 
fore they  were  born||."  The  Rcafon,  therefore, 
why  infants,  according  to  him,  are  not  proper 
fubjefts  of  baptifm,  is  not  becaufe  of  any  incapa- 
city in  them  of  being  benefited^  but  becaufe  they 
are  incapable  of  duty.  And  fo  efTential  is  the 
fubjecii's  duty^  on  thefe  principles,  to  the  ordi- 
nance of  baptifm,  that  feparate  from  this  obfe- 
quious  concurrence,  the  inftitution  itfclf  is  not 
a  benefit  or  a  privilege,  but  a  mere  non-entity. 
Confequently,  for  any  to  difregard  baptifm,  is 
not  to  difregard  a  benefit  mercifully  held  forth 
to  them,  but  the  neglect  of  a  duty^  in  the  fame 
fenle  as  prayer,  or  any  other  moral  duty  is  neg- 
ledcd.  On  thefe  principles,  therefore,  which  re- 
prefcnt  baptifm  as  no  benefit  in  any  fcnfe  but 
that  in  which  the  performance  cf  any   duty   is  fo, 

it 

■t  Anf,  toDr,  AmiKCTOK's  Rcafons^  p.  ic6.     )|  Ibid, 
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it  is  no  wonder  that  our  antagonifts  (hould  pro- 
nounce the  baptizing  of  infants  an  abfurd  prac- 
tice, for  it  is  the  fame  as  to  put  an  infant  on 
performing  duty !  But  if  it  be  fo,  it  equally 
follows,  that  baptifm  is  no  benefit^  properly 
fpeaking,  to  believers.  And  if  no  benefit,  it 
can  lay  them  under  no  obligations  of  gratitude, 
for  gratitude  neceffarily  fuppofes  a  benefit.  What 
they  mufi:  lay  for  a  foundation  of  gratitude  on 
thefe  principles  is  their  own  performance  of  duty, 
atid  that  properly  being  no  divine  benefit,  their 
gratitude  muft  terminate  on  th emf elves .  But 
what  are  our  opponents'  avowed  grounds  of 
obligations  of  duty  in  this  matter?  Dr.  S, 
replies :  "  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  we 
are  to  confider  it  [  baptifm  ]  as  a  folemn  teft, 
whereby  we  voluntarily   bind  ourselves  to 

new  obedience. Nor   can  it    be  in  regard   ot 

them    [infants]    a  teft   of   new  obedience,    they 

not     VOLUNTARILY    SUBMITTING     TO    IT*."       Is 

this  the  language  of  a  protefiant  orthodox 
divine  ?  Is  our  new  obedience  founded  on 
our  OWN  SUBMISSION  ?  Is  our  obedience  ob- 
ligatory in  proportion  as  we  bind  ourselves 
to  it  ?  Be  it  fo ;  there  is  one  confequence  ine- 
vitably follows,  viz.  That  no  perfon  in  the  world 
is  under  any  obligation  to  perform  what  he  does 
not  voluntarily  fubmit  to,  or  to  regard  any  thing 
as  a  duty  until  he  binds  himfelf  to  the  perform- 
ance of  it.  A  doctrine  this,  that  will  be  always 
grateful  to  the  human  mind,  in  proportion  as  it 
L  4  is 

•    Ut  fufray  p.  109, 
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is  dlfaffecf^ed  to  the  requifitions  of  its  Creator! 
How  much  more  rational  and  fcriptural  the  fup- 
pofition,  That  baptifm,  as  a  divine  inftitution, 
is  a  ie?7efit  conferred  on  all  who  are  the  capable 
and  a6^ual  fubje^^s  of  it ;  and,  as  fuch,  exhi- 
biting biciiings  and  obliging  to  anfwerable  du- 
ties ?  To  conclude  this  paragraph,  I  will  fub- 
join  the  words  of  a  Prelate  on  this  fiibjecl,  in 
whom  the  power  of  godlinefs,  found  learning, 
and  judicious  moderation,  feemed  to  unite  their 
fplendors :  "  Either  baptifm  is  a  benefit  to 
"  fants,  or  it  is  not.  If  none,  why  then  admi- 
"  nifbered  at  all ;  but  if  it  be  [  which  was  his 
"  real  featiment  ]  then  why  ihould  the  poor 
*'  innocents  be  prejudged  of  it  for  the  parent's 
"  caufe,  if  he  profefs  but  fo  much  of  a  chrif- 
"  tian  as  to  offer  his  child  to  that  ordi- 
"  nancef."     We  now  come  to  fhew, 

§  14.  2.  That  as  baptifm  is  a  benejjt  appli- 
cable to  infants,  the  dilates  of  nature  require 
our  applying  it  to  them ;  and,  provided  thefe  dic- 
tates are  the  will  of  Chrijl^  and  if  they  are  not 
contravened  by  pofitive  authority,  the  conclu- 
fion  is  clear  as  the  day,  That  it  is  the  will 
OF  Christ  profeffing  parents  fhould  folicit 
baptifm  for  their  children,  and  gofpel  minifters 
fhould  baptize    them. 

Let  us  not  miilake  the  flatc  of  the  queftion,  and 
the  force  of  the  argument.  I  do  not  fay  that  bap- 
tism is  difcoverable  by  the  light  of  nature  .  but  that 
the  revealed  account  of  it  coniiders   it   as  a  beni-- 

FIT 
f  Archbiihop  Leighton's  Scle£l  Works.  Let.  No.  i. 
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FIT  ;  and  that  the  law  and  light  of  nature  require 
we  fhould  -confer  on  our  children  all  the  benefits 
of    which    they  are   fuitable   fubje6ls,   and   which 
lie  within  our  power.      This     is   of  importance 
to  be  obferved ;  for  there  is   a  very  obvious  dif- 
ference between  the    difcovering   of  a   benefit  and 
the   application   of    it,    when   difcovered,    to    on& 
rather   than  another.      This    diftindlion    Dr.     S. 
overlooks,   when    he   thus    interrogates    and    re- 
plies :    "    Is  infant    haptifin    a    duty  the  light    of 
"  natur-e    and  reafon   teaches  ?    This     furely    will 
"  not  be  pretended*."     But  this  is  artfully  blend- 
ing   what    are    in  themfelves    perfedlly    diftindt. 
We   do  not  fay  that  :saptism,   viz.  The   chrif- 
tian  purification  in  the  name   of  the  Father,  and 
fo  on,    is    taught    by    the    light  of   nature  and 
reafon ;    but  is,   on    the  contrary,    a  pofitive  ap- 
pointment.       And    what    then?     Does    it     follow 
that   the  light  of  nature  and  reafon  is   not  con- 
cerned in  the  application  of  baptifm  to   one  fub- 
jedl   in  preference  to   another  ?     The   minifierial 
commilllon  to  baptize  (as  well  as  to  preach)  is  a 
difcretionary    truji ;    the   gofpel   revelation    is    the 
RULE  and  pofitiye   dire£i:ory;    but  can  any  one, 
who    properly     confiders    the    nature    of     divine 
laws,  their  fcparate  and   refpecStive    influence,  the 
nature  of   pofitive  authority    in   particular,    hefi- 
tate  a  moment  about  the  necefTity   of  the   light 
of  nature   and  reafon   to  aflifi:  in   the  application  of 
that  rule  ?    To  fuppofe  that,    by  infifiing  on  the 
neceflary    aids    of   the   dictates  of   nature   in  the 
application  of    the  fcripture    rule    in  many    cafes, 
L  5  we 

•  •  Anf.   to  Dr,  A.  p»  ?9i» 


226  Of  the  proper  Ch.   3. 

we  derogate  from  the  true  perfeSilon  of  the  fa- 
cred  volume,  is  a  furmife  demonilrably  weak 
and  impertinent.  Suffice  it  to  obferve  with  St. 
Austin:  "  To  reject  the  condu6l  of  the  light  of 
"  nature  is  not  only  foolifh  but  alfo  impious*.'* 
With  Tertullian  :  "  Thofe  7iotions  and 
^'  perfuafions  of  the  human  mind  that  are  com^ 
''  7non^  are  capable  of  making  us  wifer,  even 
*'  in  •  divine  inatters^  provided  we  employ  them 
"in  defence  of  truth,  not  for  the  fupport 
«  of  error  f."  With  Hooker  :  «  The  will  of 
''  God,  which  we  are  to  judge  our  anions  by, 
"  no  found  divine  in  the  world  ever  denied  to 
"  be  in  part  made  manifeft  even  by  light  of  na^ 
^^  tare  and  not  by  fcripture  alone  J."  With 
Chillingworth:  "  It  is  very  meet  and  rea- 
"  fonable  and  neceffary  that  men,  as  in  all 
'•^  their  actions,  fo  efpecially  in  that  which  is  of 
'*'  greateft  importance,  the  choice  of  their  way 
',«  -to  happinefs,  fhould  be  left  unto  —  right 
"  reafon^  grounded  on  divine  revelation  and  co7n- 
"  .j/ion  notions^  written  by  God  in  the  hearts  of 
''  all  men ;  —  deducing,  according  to  the  ne- 
"  ver-failing  rules  of  logic,  confequent  deduc- 
^*  itions  from  them.  And  he  that  follows  this 
"in  all  his  opinions  and  adions,  and  does  not 
"  only  fecm  to  do  fo,  follows  always  God||." 

The 

*  AucusTiwus  de  Trin.  cap.  vi.  Luminis  natura/is  ducatum 
repellere,  non    modo  ftultum  eft,   fed  et  impium. 

f  Tertuilianus  dc  Refur,  carnis.  cap.  ill.  Eft  quidem  et 
de  communihus  fnifibui  fapere  in  Dei  nhus,  fed  in  teftimonium  veri, 
non    in    adjntorium  falfi. 

t  Hooker's     Eccles.  Polity,     B.    IH-^     §    55, 
\\     CurLLiNGwoRTH  's  Religion  of  Proteftants,  Pref,  §   iz> 


Cli.    3.  SiihjeSfs   of  Baptifm,  227 

The  influence,  therefore,  here  afcribed  to  the 
light  of  nature,  is  not  the  difcovery  of  baptifm 
as  a  pofitive  appointment,  (which  would  imply 
a  contradiction)  but  the  applicatioyi  of  baptifm  to 
fome  perfons  rather  than  others,  with  the  affifl- 
ance  of  the  fcripture  rule.  If  the  fcripture  rule 
dearly  counter aH  what  feemed  before  a  natural  dic- 
tate, this  latter,  it  is  evident,  fhould  fubmit  to 
the  former ;  if  not,  and  fuppofing  revealed  po- 
fitive  evidence  out  of  the  queftion,  the  natural 
dictate  continues  in  full  force,  being,  on  the  fup- 
pofition,  the  only  evidence  remaining  in  the  cafe. 
But  if  to  this  lafl:  mentioned  evidence  be  fuper- 
added  any  given  degree  of  fcriptural  authority,  the 
force  of  obligation  is  tncreafed  in  that  proportion. 
§  15.  When  I  fpeak  o-f  the  Law  of  nature-^ 
in  this  connexion,  I  would  be  underftood  to^ 
mean   nearly  with   Grotius  :    "  That  [regular} 

"    DICTATE    OF    RIGHT  REASON    WHICH   SHEWS 

"  that  there  is  in  any  f  human  ]    act,    from  its 

^    AGREEMENT  .    OR        DISAGREEMENT         WITH 
"   [our]     RATIONAL    [aND    SOCIAL]    NATURE    a 

"  moral   turpitude,     or  a   moral   necelTity ;    and, 
"  of  courfe,  that  fuch  an  a(St  is   either  forbid- 

"    DEN     OR     ENJOINED     BY     GoD     THE     AUTHOR 

"  OF  NATURE*."  And,  witli  Calderwood,, 
I  would  term  any  human  a6l  indifferent 
"  which  has  no  inoral  goodnefs  or  pravity ; 
"  that  is,  which  is  neither  enjoined  nor  for- 
"  bidden,  by  any  law  natural  or  divine,  f"" 
L  6.  AH 

«  Grotius   De  Jure  Belli  ac  Pacis.    Lib.  I.  Cap.  I.  §  x.   r. 
+  CALniRwooD    Altare  Damafcenum.    Cap*    ix.  De   rebus  adiai- 
phoris  et    cercmoniis*    p.    3,66, 
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All  human  acls,  therefore,  morally  confidered,  in 
their  general  and  univerfal  nature,  are  either 
GOOD,  BAD,  or,  fecundum  Jpeciem^  indiffer- 
ent ;  tho*  no  human  a6l,  in  its  particular  and 
lingular  nature,  fecundum  individuum^  terminating 
in  actual  exiftence  and  attended  with  all  its  cir- 
cumftances,  can  be  morally  indifferent.  By  the 
light  of  nature  I  underiland  with  Doddridge  : 
"  That  part  of  the  law  of  nature  which  man 
"  by  the  exercife  of  his  reafon  has  aSiually  dif 
"  covered  ^^^'  and  not  merely  what  he  may  dif co^ 
ver^  by  that  means. 

Here  let  it  be  obferved,  that  as  the  reports  of 
fenfe  may  be  taken  for  true,  when  there  is  no 
reafon  againfl  them ;  becaufe  when  there  is  no 
reafon  not  to  believe,  that  alone  is  a  reafon  for 
believing  them :  fo,  the  reports  of  the  hw  of  our 
nature  may  be  taken  for  true,  when  there  is 
no  revelation  againfl  them ;  for  to  do  otherwife 
would  be  to  deny  oUr  alTent  to  what,  on  the 
fuppofition,  is  the  befl  evidence.  And  where 
certainty  is  not  to  be  had,  probability  muft  be 
fubftituted  in  the  place  of  it :  that  is,  it  muft  be 
confidered,  which  fide  of  the  queftion  is  the 
more  probable.  With  whatever  contempt  fome 
may  affe£l  to  treat  this  rule,  they  fhould  be 
reminded  that  the  obje(St  of  fuch  contempt  is 
truth  itfelf  Befides,  unlefs  it  be  reafonable  to 
put  out  our  candle^  becaufe  we  have  not  the 
light  of  the  fun^  it  muft  be  reafonable  to  dire6l 
our  fteps  by  probability   when  we  have   nothing 

clearer 

2  DoDDBiDGi's  Le^.  Dctinit.  LXII* 
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clearer  to  walk  by.     The  only  alternative   is  to 
wander  and  flu6tuate  in  abfolut    uncertainty  f . 

Nor  can  it  be  denied,  "  that  every  man/'  as 
PuFFENDORF  obferves,  "  of  mature  age,  and  a 
"  found  mind,  poflefles  fo  much  of  this  natu- 
"  ral  light,  that  ufmg  proper  means  and  due 
*'  attention,  he  may  very  well  difcover  at  leaft 
*'  the  general  precepts  and  principles  of  the  law 
"  of  nature ;  and,  at  the  fame  time,  judge, 
'*  that  thefe  are  perfetly  fuitable  to  his  nature 
"  and  ftate  *.  But  if  any  thing  be  determined,  by 
''  rational  inveftigation,  to  be  a  part  of  the  lav/  of 
"  nature,  this  muft  not,  on  that  account,  be  pro- 
*'  nounced  oppofite  to  what  the  facred  fcriptures 
"  deliver  more  clearly  on  the  fame  fubjeft  ;  but 
"  fhould  be  diftinguifhed  as  it  were  by  ahfira^ion^J' 

§  16.  Having  premifed  thefe  things  re- 
fpedting  natural  di^ates^  as  being  of  divine  ori- 
gin, and  of  univerfal  and  perpetual  obligation, 
when  not  contravened  by  the  exprefs  will  of  the 
fupreme  Lawgiver,  who  alone  has  a  right  to 
controul  them ;  we  proceed  to  inquire  what  are 
fome  of  the  moft  important  and  univerjally  ac- 
knowledged parts  and  principles  thereof  that  relate 
to  our  prefent  purpofe. 

The  following  things  feem  to  be  of  that 
defcription ;     "  That  man   is  a  focial    creature : 

«  and 

f  See  WotLASTON*s  Religion  of  Nature,   §  III.  14,   15,   16. 

*  Vid,  PuryzNDORriUM   De  Officio,  Lib.  I*  Cap.  I.  §  4. 

§  Id.  Pref.   §  4. 
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"  and  the  fubjecl:  of  moral  obligation.  That 
"  all  injuftice  is  wrong  and  evil,  and  vice  verfa, 
"  That  to  render  all  their  due,  is  juftice  :  and 
"  to  detain  any  thing  that  is  another's,  is  injuf- 
"  tice.  That  infant  children  are  to  be  regard- 
"  ed  as  parts  of  their  parents.  l^hat  parents 
"  have  a  juft  right  of  putting  their  children, 
"  even  in  earlieft  infancy,  under  future  obli2;a- 
"  tions  :  or,  in  other  words,  that  they  ought  to 
"  benefit  their  children,  when  it  is  in  their 
"  power  to  do  fo.  That  parents  ought  to  take 
"  the  heft  care  of  their  children  they  can,  en- 
*'  deavour  to  provide  for  them,  and  to  be  al- 
"  ways  ready  to  alTii"}:  them.  That  in  order  to 
"  the  good  of  children,  there  muft  be  fome 
"  authority  over  them  lodged  by  nature  in  the 
"  parents :  that  is,  the  nature  of  the  cafe  is 
"  fuch,  as  necejfarlly  regnires  there  ihould  be 
"  in  the  parents  an  authority  over  their  chil- 
"  dren  i?t  order  to  their  good.  That  parents 
"  ought  to  dij}o]e  of  their  children  according  to 
"  the  heft  of  their  judgment.  That  as  the 
"  child  grows  up^  the  cafe  is  fiill  the  fame  in 
"  Jome  degree  or  other,  till  he  ar lives  at  the  age 
"  reckoned  mature  ;  and  very  often  longer. 
"  That  parents,  in  confulting  the  good  of  their 
''  children,  ought  to  adopt  thofe  means,  whicli^ 
"  according  to  the  heft  of  their  ikill,  abilities, 
"  and  oppori unities,  they  find  moft  conducive 
''  to  that  end.  That  children  are  laid  under 
"  ohligaUons  to  theij  parents  in  propcrtion  as 
"  they  are  lencfited  by  them  3    and  to  God   fu- 

"  premely 
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"  premely,  as  the  ultimate  fource  and  firft  caufe 
"  of  all.  That  the  natural  affeSlion  which  re- 
"  gularly  and  mutually  fubfifis  in  parents  and 
"  children,  ought  to  be  obferved  and  followed, 
"  when  there  is  no  reafon  to  the  contrary.  For 
"  when  there  is  no  reafon  why  we  (hould  not 
"  comply  with  it,  its  own  very  folicitation,  and 
"  the  agreeablenefs  we  apprehend  to  be  in  com- 
"  plying,  are  preponderating  arguments.  This 
"  mufl:  be  ti*ue,  if  Jomething  is  more  than  no- 
"  thing.  Nay,  if  this  r^-^y^,  be  only  a  kind 
"  of  attra^ion  in  the  mere  matter  of  parents 
"  and  children  j  yet  ftill  this  phyfical  mo- 
"  tion  or  fympathy  ought  not  to  be  over-ruled 
"  if  there  be  not  a  good  reafon  for  it.  On  the 
"  contrary,  it  ought  to  be  taken  as  "3^  fuggejhon 
"  of  nature,  which  fhould  always  be  regarded, 
"  when  it  is  not  fuperfeded  by  fomething  fu- 
"  perior ;  that  is,  by  reafon^  Sec.  —  Therefore 
*'  not  to  a6l  according  to  it,  is  not  to  acl  ac- 
^'  cording  to  reafon,  and  to  deny  that  to  be  which 
"  is  [|.  Confequently,  That  when  parents  do 
"  not  a6l  according  to  thefe  dictates^  without  a 
"  divine  warrant  to  a£l  otherwife,  they  lie  a- 
"  gainft  the  truth,  and  deny  themfelves  and  their 
"  children  to  be  what  they  are ;  and  the  relation 
"  that  fubfifts  between  them.  That  when  any 
"  do  not  benefit  their  offsprings  and  thofe  in  their 
"  houfe.^  who  are  not  of  age  to  rejeSl  the  pro- 
"  pofed  favour,  aft   an  unnatural  part." 

§  17.    From  what    is   faid,   the  conclufion    is 

inevitable 
J|-«ee  Wollaston's  Relig,    of  Nat.  \  YIU.  fajjlm. 
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inevitable  —  That  it  is  the  will  of  Christ,  his 
difciples   fhould  devote     their   infant   children  to 

him  in  baptifm. For, 

The  didates  of  nature,  uncontrouled  by 
revelation,  are  the  nvill  of  Chrift^  and  our  rule 
of  duty.  (  §  15.  )  —  The  v^^ill  of  Christ, 
cxprefled  in  thefe  didiates^-  requires  us  to  benefit 
our  children  as  they  are  capable.  (  §  16.  )  — 
Baptifm^  as  the  initiatory  feal  of  God's  cove- 
nant, is  a  benefit  of  which  infants  are  capable, 
(See  chap.  II.  §  23—25.  and  ch.  III.  §    5-— 10.) 

—  This  evidence  is  not  eclipfed^  but  brightened, 
t>y  fcripture  authority,  as  wc  fhall  fee  in  the 
fequel  of  this  chapter. 

Let  the  reader  carefully  notice,  that  we  do 
not  fuppofe,  by  infifting  on  this  argument,  the 
infufficiency  of  dire^  fcripture  evidence :  for 
this  has  been  frequently  urged  with  advantage^ 
to  fatisfy  perfons  of  the  beft  difpofitions  and  abi- 
lities. That  is,  reader,  "  fome  of  the  moft  eminent 
Paedobaptifts  that  ever  filled  the  ProfelTor's 
chair^  or  that  ever  yet  adorned  the  Proteftaat 
pulpit.'*  But  fince  our  opponents  infift,  that 
what  has  been  fo  often  urged,  is  not  conclufive  y 
and  modefily  affirm,  it  is  only  calculated  to  catch 
*'  the  eye  of  a  fuperficial  obferver ;"  they  are 
defired  once  more  impartially  to  weigh  this  rea- 
foning,  and  then,  if  they  are  able,  to  refute  it. 
Let  them  know,  however,  that  hackneyed  phrafes 
without    meaning  —  principles    taken  upon   truft 

—  and  empty  declamation  —  mufl:  not  be  palm- 
ed on  us  inftead  of  folid  arguments. 

Were   it  neceffary^  it  would  be  eafy  to  fhew, 

that 


Ch.   3'  Suhjc6U   of  Baptifm,  233 

^  that  the  principles  above  urged  are  no  novelty  ; 
but  are  perfectly  agreeable  to  experience,  —  and 
to  the  pra6i:ical  judgment  of  the  moll  ferious 
Poedobaptifls,  both  illiterate  and  learned.  But 
waving  this,  proceed  we  next  to  another  cor- 
roborating proof  of  the  main  proportion. 

§  18.  (2)  What  we  contend  for  is,  That 
it  is  the  V7ILL  of  Christ  we  fliould  baptize 
our  infant  children.  In  proof  of  this  we  have 
ihewn^  firft,  that  the  dictates  of  right  rcafon  re- 
quire us  to  benefit  them,  and  confequently  to  bap- 
tize  them  ;  as  baptifm  is  always  a  benefit  when 
adminiftered   to   capable  fubjet9:s.     We  come,  fe- 

condly,  to   fhew That    God  has  conftantly 

approved  of  this  principle,  in  all  preceding    difpen- 

fations.     In  other  words That  the  principle 

of  the.  laft  argument  is  fo  far  from  being  weak- 
ened by  fcripture  evidence,  that  the  Lord's  ap- 
probation  of  IT,  in  his  conduct  towards  the 
offspring  of  his  profeffing  people,  in  all  the  dif- 
penfations  of  true  religion,  is  abundantly  illuf 
tratcd  and  confirmed. 

Mr.  B's  mifapplied  but  favourite  maxim  — 
"  Pofitive  laws  imply  their  negative,"  has  no 
force  in  the  baptifmal  controverfy,  until  he 
demonftrates,  in  oppofition  to  what  is  advanced, 
that  the  didlates  of  right  reafon  muft  be  fmother- 
ed,  or  elfe,  that  revelation  countermands  their  in^ 
fluence.  But  to  demon/Jrate  the  former,  in  mat- 
ters about  which,  on  the  fuppofition,  fcripture 
is  filent,  is  no  eafy  tafk.  And  the  difficulty  will 
be  increafed    in    proportion  as  the   facred  oracles 

corroboraie 
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corroborate  reafon's  verdid.      Let    us    now    ap- 
peal to  thefe  oracles. 

§  19.  I.  We  appeal  to  that  period  of  the 
church,  and  difpenliition  of  grace,  which  extend- 
ed from  Adam  to  Noah.  The  infpired  narra- 
tive of  this  long  fpace  of  time  is  very  fliort : 
on  which  we  make  the  following  remarks. 
We  then  affert, 

(i)  Whatever  exhibition  cf  grace  was  made  to 
antediluvian  parents^  was  conftantly  made  to  their 
offspring ;    and     confequently    whatever   feals     of 
grace  were   granted  to  the  former,   mufi    equally 
appertain  to  the   latter,   if  not   voluntary    rejcc- 
tors  of  them.     I'herefore,    all  fuch  parents  had 
a  revealed  warrant    to   regard    their    offspring  as 
entitled  to  thtfea/s  of  the  covenant,  in  like  maii^ 
ner  as  themfelves,  according  to  their  capacity.    For, 
(  2  )    All  allow   that    Gen.  iii.  15.    contains 
the  promulgation   of  gofpel  grace ;    nor    are   we 
authorifed  to    queftion     the     intereft    of    children 
therein   with   their  parents,    without    an   exprefs 
contravention.       For,    it     were     unnatural    for    a 
parent  to  confine  fuch  a  benefit  to  his  own  perfon 
to   the  exclufion   of   his     children,  who   are   not 
only   parts  of   his    family  but   of   himfelf.      To 
which  we  may   add,  that  the    phrafe  thy   seed, 
tho'    principally     referring   to    the    MeiTiah,    re- 
fpedled  tve's    natural  feed  as    fharers     in   com-< 
mon   with  herfelf  in    the  exhibition  of   mercy  ; 
and   we  fuppofe  not   lefs   fo  than  her  husband. 
For  this  application  of  the  phrafe  thy  fced^   com- 
pare Gen.  xvii.  7,  andGal.  iii.  16.    Again, 

{ 3 )  It 
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( 3 )  It  is  generally  agreed,  that  not  only 
the  inltitution  of  facrifices^  but  alfo  the  coats  of 
fkin  (  Gen.  iii.  21.  )  were  anblernatic  of  cove- 
nant blelFings ;  and  not  only  fo,  in  common 
with  mere  types,  but  feals  of  the  covenant,  as 
carnefts  and  pledges  of  exhibited  favour.  "  Who 
will  deny,"  fays  Witsius,  "that  God's  cloath- 
ing  our  firft  parents  was  -n  fymhohcal  a6l?  Do 
not  Chrift's  own  words  (  Rev.  iii.  18.  )  very 
clearly  allude  to  this*  r"  As  iox Jacr'ifices^  they 
were  flairi  at  God's  command  after  the  promul- 
gation of  the  covenant.  For,  if  Abel  offered  by 
FAITH,  (Heb.  xi.  4.  )  it  prefuppofes  the  divine 
inftitution     of     them.  And     this     inftitution, 

moil  probably,  took  place  when  God  —  taking 
occafion  from  the  infufficiency  of  the  aprons  of 
fig-leaves,  which  the  fallen  pair  fevved  together, 
to  cover  the  fhame  of  their  nakednefs  —  himfelf 
cloathed  them  with  coats  of  fkins.  And 
moft  divines  agree,  that  it  is  very  proba- 
ble, thcfc  were  the  (kins  of  thofe  beafts 
which  were  llain  for  facrifices.  However,  God 
gave  teftimony  to  thefe  oblations  of  the  an- 
tient  patriarchs,  that  they  were  acceptable  to 
him ;  but  this  cannot  be  fuppofed  without  ad- 
mitting them  to  be  divinely  injlitutcd.  Befides, 
a  diftin^tion  of  clean  and  unclean  animals  was 
obferved  before  the  deluge  ;  which  was  not  from 
nature^  but  the  mere  .  divine  pleafure ;  and  may 
we  not  add,  with  a  particular  rcfpedt  to  facrifices  F 
Now 

(4)   If 

•  WiTSi  Oecon,  Fed,  Lib.  iv.  cap,  vii.  §  4 —  7, 
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(4)  If,  according  to  Witsius  and  others, 
thefe  fkins  of  beajh^  and  facrifices^  were  ap- 
pointed    SEALS    of   the     righteoufnefs   of  faith  \    1 

would    alk Was    tlie    covenant    ( ufing  the 

term  in  the  fenfe  before  explained,  chap.  ii.  § 
23,  &c. )  direcled  for  the  ufe  of  their  seed  in 
common  with  the  parents,  and  not  the  feal  in 
like  manner?  For,  if  the  feals  be  affixed  to  the 
covenant  for  coyifrmation  of  its  contents,  as 
well  as,  in  another  view,  for  fignihcation ;  I 
would  fain  know,  by  what  rule  of  conftrudlion 
we  can  infer,  that  the  covenant  itfdf  belongs 
to  the  parents  and  their  feed  in  common^  while 
the  confirmation  of  it  belongs  exclufruely  to  the 
former  ?  Is  it  not  contrary  to  citjlom  and 
tmreafonable  to  conclude,  that  a  charter  of  privi- 
leges, or  a  teftamentary  inftrument,  ( which  by 
the  way  exprefs  the  nature  of  the  covenant ) 
belongs  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  alike,  but 
the  confirming  feal  refpecls  the  former  only  ; 
while  on  the  fuppofition,  the  fovereign,  or  the 
teftator,  has  given  no  ground  for  fuch  partiality  ? 
Befides, 

(  5  )  If  the  covenant  itfelf  be  a  benefit  to  the 
perfons  to  whom  it  is  directed,  as  it  certainly  is. 
in  every  diipenfation  of  it,  it  follows  that  the 
confirmation  of  it  is  fo ;  for  parents,  therefore, 
to  dc7iy  their  offspring  all  the  fliare  in  fuch 
common  benefits  they  are  capable  of,  without 
a  divine  warrant,    is    unnatural^    and  an  act    of 

injiiftice.     We    may    therefore   conclude that 

from   Adam   to  Noah,    the  coveyiant   and  its  fats 

appertained 
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appertained    to    infants    in   common    with  their 
parents. 

§  20.  2.  We  appeal  next  to  that  period  of 
the  church  which  extended  from  Noah  to  Abra- 
ham :    On   which    we    obferve, 

(i.)  Whatever  benefits  and  privileges  belonged 
to  the  former  difpenfation,  continue  to  flow  on 
to  the  prefent,  if  not  exprefsly  repealed;  for  the 
change  of  a  difpenfation,  of  itfelf  is  no  adequate 
caufe  of  their  abrogation.  That  would  be  as  un- 
reafonable  as  to  fuppofe  that  the  bare  change  from 
night  to  day  was,  of  itfelf  an  adequate  caufe  of 
a  man's  being  difinherited.  Or  we  may  as  well 
fay,  that  the  abftra6l  notion  of  an  epoch  in 
chronology  has  a  real  influence  on  the  fequence 
of  events.  Whatever  covenant  privileges,  there- 
fore, belonged  to  Noah  and  his  family  before  the 
deluge,  if  not  exprefsly  repealed^  muft:  belong  to 
them  after  the   deluge.     But, 

(  2. )  So  far  were  thefe  privileges  from  being 
abridged  at  this  period,  that  they  were  greatly  en- 
larged and  confirmed,  by  additional  difcoveries.  For 
thus  we  read.  Gen.  vi.  18.  But  with  thee  zuill  I  es- 
tablish MY  COVENANT  ;  and  thou  Jhalt  cofne 
into  the  ark^  thou^  and  thy  fons^  and  thy  wife^  and 
thy  foni*  wives  with  thee.  Again,  chap.  vii.  i. 
And  the  Lord  faid  unto  Noah^  Come  thou^  and  all 
THY  house  into  the  ark,;  for  thee  have  I  feen 
righteous  before  me  in  this  generation,  Aild  again, 
chap.  viii.  20.  And  Noah  builded  an  altar  utito 
the  Lord;  and  took  of  every  clean  beafi^  and  of 
every  clean  fowly  and  offered  burnt  offer- 
ings 
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INGS  on  the  altar.  Once  more,  chap,  ix.  8, 
9, '12,  13.  Jnd  God  [pake  unto  Noah^  and  to  his 
SONS  with  himy  faying^  And  /,  behold^  I  estab- 
lish ?ny  covenant  ivith  you,  a7id  zuith  your 
SEED  after  you,  Jnd  God  faid^  This  is  the  to- 
ken OF    THE    covenant /  do  fet  ?ny   bow 

in  the  cloud.     Hence  we  further  learn, 

(  3.  )  That  the  covenant  or  divine  charter, 
firll  given  to  Noahj  included  the  preceding  ;  it  was 
the  SAME  covenant  with  additional  grants :  for 
the  Lord  fays,  "  I  will  establish  my  cove- 
nant." Left  Noah  fhould  infer  that  the  drowning 
of  the  world  in  wrath  difannulled  the  well 
known  covenant,  God  diflipates  his  fears,  by 
faying,  "I  will   eftablijh  my  covenant." 

(  4  )  On  Noah's  account ^  or  as  belonging  to 
him,  all  his  house  or  family  was  privileged. 
The  privilege  is,  —  "  Come  thou,  and  all  thy 
houfe  into   the   ark."       The    ground    and  reafon 

of  that  privilege "  for  THEE    have   I  feen 

righteous.'*  It  is  true,  the  natural  dictates  of 
reafon  and  affeclion,  whereby  a  father  pitieth  his 
children  %  and  whereby  an  infidel  careth  for  his 
owny  efpecially  thofe  of  his  own  houfe  {|,  would 
have  prompted  this  righteous  perfon  to  bring 
all  his  family^  (  except  any  adults  refufed  com- 
pliance )  into  the  ark,  (  the  like  figure  whereunto 
is  baptism,  as  an  infpired  teacher  afTures  us, 
I  Pet.  iii.  21.  )  yet  the  Lord  was  pleafed  to 
brighten  his  evidence  and  ftrengthen  his  obli- 
gations  of  duty  by  exprefs   revelation. 

( 5  )  After 

•  Pfalm  ciii.   13.  Hi  Tim.  r.  8. 
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(  5  )  After  the  flood  the  inftltution  of  fa- 
crifices  continued  as  the  feal  of  the  firj}  part  of 
the  covenant;  and  the  rainbow  was  inftituted  as 
the  feal  of  the  additional  part,  or,  as  Pare  us 
calls  it,  "  appendix  of  the  covenant  of  grace  f.'* 
And  here  it  is  worthy  of  notice,  that  as  the 
firft  exhibition  of  the  covenant  and  its  feals 
refpecfted  the  offspring  of  foaderati^  and  the  re^ 
newal  or  ejlablijhmcnt  of  it  to  Noah  retained 
that  privilege  in  full  force :  fo  alfo  the  appendix 
of  the  covenant  comprehended  his  seed. 

(6)  Respecting  this  appendix  of  the  cove- 
nant of  which  the  rainbow  was  the  feal,  tho' 
we  fuppofe,  with  Witsius,  it  was  not  formal- 
ly and  precifely  the  covenant  of  grace  j  yet  we 
obferve,  with  the  fame  excellent  author,  "  it 
"  does  not  feem  confiflent  with  the  divine  per- 
"  feftions,  to  make  fuch  a  covenant  with  every 
"  living  creature,  but  on  fuppofttion  of  a  cove- 
"  nant  of  grace,  and  having  a  rcfpeSi  to  it.  |(" 
And  as  this  covenant,  in  its  univerfality,  im- 
plied the  covenant  of  grace,  we  are  not  to 
deny,  but  the  promifes  of  it  were  alfo  feakd 
to  Noah  and  his  feed  by  the  rainbow.  (  See 
Rev.  iv.   3.   X.   8.  ) 

(  7  )  It  is  obfervable,  finally,  that  Noah,  his 
SONS,  and  their  seed  were  feeder  at  i^  in  this 
ratification  of  the  covenant ;  ccnfeqently  what^. 
ever  feals  of  the  covenant  belonged  to  Noah, 
belonged  to  his  fonsy  and  their  feed^  while  non- 
diffentients.  §  21.   3. 

f  Ap.  Wits.  Oecon,  Feed,  Lib,  iv.  cap,  vii,  §  19.     \  Ibid. 
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§  21.  3.  Appeal  we  next  to  a  very  important 
period  of  facred  hiflory,  viz.  From  Abraham 
to  Mcfes.  On  this  alfo  we  make  the  following 
remarks. 

( I  )  The  Abrahamic  covenant  included  the 
preceding,  difpenfations,  on  the  general  principle 
—  that  grants  and  privileges  continue  in  force 
until  repealed.  Which  repealing,  if  it  be  not 
either  expre/s^  or  arife  from  the  nature  of  the 
cafe,  in  itfelf  plain^  can  have  no  binding  influ- 
ence, that  is  to  fay,  no  exiftence  at  all :  except 
we  maintain,  that  we  are  bound  to  refign  an  im- 
portant good  without  an  affignable  caufe;  which 
is  in  fa(St  to  maintain  that  we  ought  to  dejjy  that 
to  be,  which  is. 

(2)1  SUPPOSE  it  will  be  granted,  that  the 
printipal  bleffing  exhibited  in  the  foregoing  dif- 
penfations  was  the  righteousness  of  faith; 
the  great  importance  of  which  to  the  human 
race,  in  every  age  of  the  world,  no  one  will  deny 
who  confiders  things  as  they  are.  This  cove- 
nant, therefore,  was  in  force  to  Abraham  prior 
to  what  is  called  the  Abrahamic  difpenfation ; 
and  in  this  connecStion  we  might  mention  Lot 
and  his  family.     But,   behold, 

(  3  )  A  MOST  explicit  ratification  of  it,  with 
ftiperadded    favours.  Gen.   xii.   3. In    thee 

SHALL       ALL    FAMILIES       OF     THE      EARTH      BE 

BLESSED.  Chap.  xvii.  7.  Jnd  I  zvill  estab- 
lish MY  covenant  between  ?7ie  and  thee,  and 
thy  seed  after  thee^  in  their  generatiotis^  for  an 
everlajling  covenant;  to   be  a  God  unto  thee 

AND 
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AND  TO  THY  SEED  AFTER  THEE.  V.  10.  This  is 
my  covenant  which  ye  Jhall  keep  between  me  and 
yoUy  AND  THY  SEED  after  thee:  every  MAN- 
child  among  ycu  /hall  be  circumcised,  v,  12. 
He  that  is  eight  daysold  /hall  be  circumcifed 
among  you^  every  MAN -child  in  your  generations ; 
he  that  is  born  in  the  houfe^  or  bought  with 
MONEY    OF    ANY     STRANGER,  vMch  is  not    of  thy 

feed.  ^.24—27.  And  Abraham  zuas  ninety 
YEARS  OLD  AND  NINE,  wheti  he  was  circmncifed 
in  the  fe/Jj  of  his  forefkin.  And  1/hmael  his  fen 
tuas  THIRTEEN  YEARS  OLD,  IV hen  he  was  circmn^ 
cifed  in  the  fie/h  of  his  forefkin.  In  the  self  same 
DAY    was  Abraham    circumcifed^    and   I/hmael   his 

fon.  And  all  the  MEN  of  his  house,  born 
in  the  houfe^  and  bought  with  money  op 
the  stranger,  were  circuw.cifed  with  him. 
Hence  we  learn, 

( 4 )  The  nature  and  extent  of  the  Abra- 
ham ic  covenant  or  promise.  Whatever 
hlejfings  are  promifed  to  ruined  man,  muft  be  in 
virtue  of  the  covenant  of  grace.  All  promifed 
bleffings,  therefore,  muft  imply  an  exhibition 
of  gofpel  grace.  And  the  glad  tidings  of  falva- 
tion  thro'  Chrift  preached  to  the  gentilk 
WORLD,  is  exprefsly  called  —  The  blessing 
OF  ABRAHAM  (  Gal.  ill.  14.  )  Not  that  this 
link  is  the  first  in  the  chain  of  exhibited  mercy 
to  the  fallen  race  in  general^  or  with  an  univer- 
fal  and  unlimited  afpeil:,  if  the  reafoning  in  the 
laft  fe6lions  be  juil :  but  for  its  explicitmfs^  and 
precious  ( becaufe  exprefsly  diffufive )  intend- 
IV I  meiit 
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nient,  it  may  be  juftly  termed  a  golden  link* 
In  this  refpe£l  Abraham  may  well  be  filled — 
ne  Father  of  us  all\  not  to  the  difavowal  of 
Noah,  with  whom  the  covenant  was  before 
ratified,  or  Eve,  who  received  tht  firji  intima- 
tion  of    it,    and  who  in  this   refpedt   eminently 

may   be  called The   mother   of  all  living. 

The  covenant  of  grace,  in  its  external  mani- 
feflation,  containing  an  exhirition  of  exceed^ 
ing  great  and  precious  promises  to  every  human 
being  on  the  face  of  the  globe,  to  whom  provi- 
dence diredls  the  joyful  news,  may  be  compared 
to  a  flowing  ftream  :  it  proceeds  ultimately  from 
the  immenfe  ocean  of  fovereign  grace  in  Chrifl ; 
its  firjl  vifible  fource  we  trace  to  paradife, 
where  it  rifes  in  a  fmall  fpring,  and  glides  on  to 
Noah.  During  this  part  of  its  progrefs,  there 
were  but  few  comparatively  who  participated  of 
its  cleanfmg  and  healing  virtues,  tho'  none  were 
debarred  from  it.  This  continuing  to  glide  along, 
without  interruption,  ( notwithflanding  God's 
awful  vifitation  of  a  corrupt  world  by  the  deluge  ) 
we  difcern  thro'  the  perfon  of  Noah  another 
fource,  whence  is  poured  forth  a  fecond  flream 
which  empties  itfelf  into  the  former  channel. 
The  ftreams  thus  united  become  a  river,  which 
flows  on  to  Abraham  —  a  river  to  which  all 
are  invited,  but  few  come,  and  thefe  made 
willing  by  the  omnipotent  energy  of  divine  infu' 

ence   which   obferves   the    laws   of    another 

a    HIDDEN    difpenfation,  running    parallel  as  it 

were 
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were  with  the  former ;  which  was  alfo  the  cafe 
in  the  preceding  period.  Then,  thro*  the  highly 
honoured  perfon  of  Abraham  we  behold  ano- 
ther mighty  fpring  copioufly  pouring  forth  the 
waters  of  falvation,  and  again  uniting  itfelf  to 
the  former  river;  and  from  him  to  Chrift,  with 
a  wide  majeftic  flow,  it  proceeds  along  the  con- 
fecrated  channel  of  the  Jewi(h  nation ;  gradually 
increafing  by  the  accelTion  of  other  ftreams,  till 
it  arrives  at  the  Saviour's  finiflied  work ;  where, 
impatient  of  confinement,  it  breaks  over  it* 
banks  on  every  fide,  and  the  healing  waters  flow 
to  the  moft  diftant  regions— That  the  bles- 
sing OF  Abraham  might  come  upon  the 
GENTILES.  ( Gal.  iii.  14,  8.  compared  with 
Gtn,  xii.  3.  xviii.  18.  xxii.  18.  )  Paul  ex- 
prefsly  fays,  that  "  the  gospel  (  even  the  very 
fame  as  the  New  Teftament  contains  — falvation 
by  gkace)  "  was  preached  to^  Abraham  :'*  And 
(Heb.  iv.  1, )  it  was  preached  to  his  unbelieving'" 
defcendants  in  the   wildernefs. 

(  5  )  As  it  is  natural  to  expect,  that  whatever 
exhibition  of  privileges  the  parents  enjoyed 
fhould  be  extended  to  their  children,  in  common 
with  themfelves ;  fo  we  find  that  in  faci  they 
are  exprefsly  included  in  this  difpenfation  as  well 
as  the  preceding.  The  covenant  is  ellabliihed 
between  God  and  Abraham's  seed,  in  the  very 
SAME  fnf  as  with  Abraham  himself;  the 
eflence  of  which  is—  to  be  a  God  to  him 
AND  HIS  SEED.  And  left  it  fliould  be  ob^ 
jelled  that  the  term  fed  refers  to  his  adult 
M  2  M/Lvitv- 
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pofterity  who  (hould  tread  in  his  fteps,  to  the  ex- 
clufion  of  infants,  all  doubt  is  dilTipated  by  the 
appointment  of  applying  xhtfeal  of  the  covenant 
in   early  infancy. 

( 6 )  Sacrifices  continuing  in  full  force  to 
SEAL  the  covenant,  till  the  divine  oblation 
ihould  be  made;  and  the  boiv  of  the  covenant 
continuhig  as  a  token  and  se^l  of  it,  until  the 
Mefliah's  fecond  coming ;  at  the  commencement 
of  this  period  is  given  an  additional  feal  — cir- 
cumcision. The  very  yiature  of  the  rite 
fhews  that  all  females  are  excluded  from  being 
the  fubjeits  of  it ;  as  well  as  the  dilcriminating 
fpecification  —  every  MAN-chikL  Here  obferve  in 
general,  that  children,  in  this  rite,  have  the  fame 
privileges  as  their  parents.  1  he  males  are 
treated  as  Abraham,  and  the  females  as  Sarah : 
Thefe^  therefore,  had  the  covenant  fealed  in  the 
fame  manner  as  their  honoured  mother.  Again  : 
tho'  Sarah  and  her  fex  were  not  the  fnhjeSis  of 
this  lite,  they  were  conftant  witnejfes  to  the 
inftitution;  and  therefore  there  was  an  important 
fenfe  in  which  circumcifion  was  a  feal  to  Sarah 
and  her  daughters :  a  fenfe  analogous  to  that  in 
which  facrifices  were. 

(  7  )  Every  domeftic  head  being,  in  truth, 
a  prophet,  prieft,  and  king,  in  his  own  family ; 
a  queiiion  muft  arife.  Whether  the  covenant 
and  its  feals  are  reftricSled  to  the  parent  head 
of  the  family,  and  his  children,  or  elfe  ex- 
tended to  the  other  domejlics  ?  Nor  would  the 
queftion  be  unimportant;  for  his  inJiruSlions^ 
his  prayers^  and  commands^  anfwerable  to  his  three- 
fold 
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fold  office,  muft  be  diredled  accordingly.  To 
this  queftion  right  reafon  replies  :  If  the  covenant 
and  its  feals  are  beneficial  to  all  capable  fubjcvSirs, 
benevolence  requires  that  they  (hould  be  extend- 
ed to  the  other  mn-dljfenting  members  —  except 
forbidden  by  indifputable  authority*  This  is  the 
voice  of  reafonj  and  we  find  that  this  is  the 
voice  of  God.  The  privilege  is  common  to  the 
feed,  and  to  hhn  that  is  born  in  the  houf\  or  bought 
with  7?ioney  of  any  ft  ranger  ,^  V7HICH  is  not  op 
THE   SEED,  Gen.  xvii.    12. 

§  22.  It  has  been  objected,  "  that  the  cove- 
nant with  Abraham  was  a  covenant  of  peculiarity 
only,  and  that  circumciiion  was  no  more  than 
a  token  of  that  covenant ;"  but  if  fo,  as  Mr. 
Henry  obferves,  *'  how  came  it  that  all  pro- 
*'  sELYTEs,  of  what  nation  foever,  even  the 
'-^  Jh- angers^  were  to  be  circumcifed ;  tho'  not 
"  being  of  any  of  the  tribes,  they  had  no  part 
*'  or  lot  in  the  land  of  Canaan  ?  The  extending: 
"  the  feal  of  circumcifion  to  profelyted  flrangersy 
"  and-  to  THEIR  SEED,  was  a  plain  indication, 
"  that  the  New  Teftament  adminiftration  of  the 
"  covenant  of  grace  would  reach,  not  to  the  cove- 
"  nanters  only,  but  theiry}<f^*."  But  it  has  been 
proved  that  circumcifion y^^/W  to  Abraham  and  his 
feed  the  righteoufnefs  of  faith  \  and  therefore  it  does 
not  affefl  the  point  in  debate  to  contend  that 
temporal  promifes  were  fealed  alfo.  The  reader 
is  referred  to  Chap,  ii.  §  23,  &c.  where  the  fub- 
je6l  has  been  confidered  at  large. 

M  3  §  23. 

*  Treatife   on  Bapt,  p,  89, 
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§  23.  4.  We  next  appeal  to  the  long  and 
interefting  period  from  iVIofes  to  Chrift.  On 
which  let  the  following  obfervations  be  confidered. 

(  I  )  Whatever  appertained  to  the  Abra- 
hamic  covenant  was  not  difannulled  by  the 
Mofaic  difpenfation.  This  St.  Paul  afTerts  in 
plain  terms,  Gal.  iii.   17. 

( 2 )  It  may  not  be  amifs  to  take  notice, 
before  we  proceed,  of  Job's  family ;  who,  being 
as  is  generally  fuppofed,  cotemporary  with  iVIofes, 
and  unconnected  with  his  hiflory,  deferves  a 
previous  regard.  Of  him  it  is  faid,  that  "  he 
^  fancfified  his  children,  and  rofe  up  early  in 
*'  the  morning,  and  offered  burnt  offerings^  ac- 
"  cording  to  the  number  of  them  all — Thus  did 
^^  ]Qh  cotitinually"  or,  all  the  days.  (Jobi.  5.) 
On  this  I  would  only  obferx'e,  let  the  fanSilfylng 
be  what  it  may,  the  fa  cr  if ces  muft  have  been  of 
divine  inftitution,  and  ufed  by  Job,  being  an 
eminently  righteous  man,  as  the  feals  of  the 
covenant  of  grace  j — with  refpe£l  to  his  chil- 
dren feparately, 

(  3  )  Superadded  to  the  foregoing  feals  of  the 
covenant,  is  the  passover;  a  divine  rite  of  the 
nature  oi  a  facrilice,  inftituted  in  memory  of 
IfraePs  deliverance  out  of  Egypt,  reprefenting 
and  fealing  fpiritual  bleifings.  "  As  to  the  guefls^ 
"  fays  WiTsius,  they  were,  firft,  all  native 
"  Ifraelitts^  who  were  not  excluded  by  legal  un- 
"  cleannefs.  For  all  the  congregation  of  Ifroel  rs 
*'  commanded  to  folemnize  thepaflbver.  (Exod. 
"  AJi.  6.  47.)     And,  next,  the  Profehtcs  circum- 

"  ci fed 
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"  cifed  and  become  Jews  j  (  Efth.  vlli.  17.  ) 
"  whether  bondmen  born  in  the  houfe  or  bought 
"  with  money,  &c.  Exod.  xii.  48.  JFhen  a 
**  STRANGER  Will  fojourn  With  thee^  and  keep  the 
V'  pajfover  to  the  Lord^  let  a^li.  his  males  ^^  <■/>- 
'*  ciimcifedf  and  then  let  him  come  near  and  keep  ity 
**  and  he  Jhall  he  as  one  that  is  born  in  the  land%,'* 
On  this  pafTage  in  Exodus,  Dn  Jennings  ob- 
ferves  thefe  two  things  :  "  -?^?V/?,  That  when  a 
"  man  thus  became  a  Profelyte,  all  his  males 
"  were  to  be  circumcifed  as  well  as  himfelf^  where- 
"  by  his  children  were  admitted  into  the  vifibU 
"  church  of  God,  in  his  right,  as  their  father. 
"  Secondly^  That  upon  this,  he  (hould  be  entitled 
*'  to  all  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  the 
''  Jewifh  church  and  nation,  as  well  as  be  fub- 
**  je6t  to  the  whole  law :  He  fhould  be  as  "  one 
"  born  in  the  Iand§."  In  fhort;  not  only  men 
and  women,  but  alfo  young  children  partook  of 
this  ordinance,  as  foon  as  they  were  capable  of 
anfwering  the  revealed  defign  of  it,  for  —  no 
POSITIVE  rule  was  given  them  on  this  head, 
like  that  of  circumcifion.  It  is  manifcft  that 
lince  the  injunction  refpected  not  only  indivi*. 
duals  of  fuch  a  defcription,  but  alfo  families  as 
fuch^  every  member  without  exception  had  a  legal 
right  to  the  ordinance ;  and  nothing  pi  evented 
infants  from,  a  participation,  but  what  lay  in  the 
natural  incapacity  to  anfwer  the  defign  of  it. 

M  4  (4)  "  Besides 

J  Wits.  Occon.  Feed.  Lib.lv,   cap.  xii,  §   11, 
§    Jcwifli  Antiq,  vol,  j«    p«  132. 
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(4)  "  Besides  the  ordinary  and  univerfal 
**  facraments  of  circufncljion  and  the  pajfover^ 
"  fome  extraordinary  fymbols  of  divine  grace 
"  were  granted  to  the  Ifraehtes  in  the  wildernefs, 
"  which  in  the  New  Teftament  are  applied  to 
"  Chrift  and  his  benefits,  and  faid  to  have  the  fame 
"  fignification  with  our  facraments.  And  they  are 
"  in  order  thefe  —  The  passage  in  the  cloud 
"  thro'  the  red  sea —  the  manna  which  was 
"  rained  from  heaven  —  The  water  iffuing^ out 
"of  the  ROCK — and  the  brazen  serpent 
*'  ere£led  by  Mofes  for  the  cure  of  the  If- 
"  raelites*."  To  this  we  may  add,  among  other 
things^  with  the  author  now  referred  to  —  the 
clear  and  familiar  difplay  of  the  divine  majes- 
ty—and  the  adumbration  of  divine  myfte- 
ries  daily  fealed  by  religious  ceremonies. 
Our  fubjedt  does  not  call  for  an  inveiiigation  of 
thefe  particulars,  but  I  would  remark  in  general, 
that  the  principle  for  which  we  contend,  is  fo  far 
from  being  weakened,  that  it  is  abundantly  cor- 
roborated by  the  inlpired  teflimony  of  every 
difpeniation,  and  the  A^Lofaic  in  particular  — 
That  it  is  a  common  didiate  of  right  reafon, 
children  Ihould  from  their  earlieft  infancy  fliare 
in  their  parents'  privileges,  as  far  as  they  are  ca- 
pable, when  no  pofitive  authority  contravenes  it, 

§  24.  From  the  preceding  indudion  of  fa- 
cred  evidence  in  favour  of  children  being  fharers 
of  the  feals  of  grace  in  common  with  their 
parents,  we  conclude,    that  for  the  fpace  of  four 

thoufand 

*  WiTSiu6  «/y*/r<T,  cap,    x,    §    i« 
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thoufand  years,  that  is  to  fay,  from  the  cre- 
ation TO  Christ,  it  was  a  rule  univerfally  in- 
cumbent on  parents  to  treat  their  children  as 
entitled  to  religious  privileges  equally  with  them- 
felves,  according  to  their  capacity.  —  And  as  a 
counterpart  of  what  was  obferved  of  privileges, 
we  may  remark  that,  in  virtue  of  the  fame  uni- 
form principle,  often  when  the  parents  were 
puniflied  with  excommunication  or  death,  their 
infant  children  were  included  with  them.  As 
might  be  inftanced  in— the  deluge — the  deftruc- 
tion  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  —  the  cafe  of 
Achan  the  Son  of  Zerah  (  Jofh.  vii.  24.  )  —  the 
matter  of  Korah,  Dathan,  and  Abiram  —  the 
cafe  oi  the  conquered  nations  (Deut.  xx.  16, 
17.) — and  many  more  inftances,  down  to  the 
deftru£):!on  of  Jerufalem.  Far  be  it  from  us  to 
fuppofe,  that  the  parents'  crimes  and  impenitence 
made  their  fuffering  children  incapable  of  ?nercy 
—  that  mercy  which  proceeds  on  an  invifible  plan, 
and  belongs  to  a  purely  fpiritual  difpenfation. 
Yet,  that  children,  during  their  dependence  on  their 
parents,  fliouid  fhare  equally  with  them  in  judg- 
ments and  mercies  externally,  is  the  effect  of  aa 
all-wife  conftitution   coeval  with  mankind. 

§  25.  Mr.  B.  when  treating  of  external  cove- 
nant  relation^  objects :  *'  AH  reafoning  from  data 
of  a  moral  kind  and  the  fuppofed  fitnefs  of 
things,  or  frorp  the  natural  relation  of  children 
to  parents,  is  wide  of  the  mark.  As  baptifm  is 
not  a  duty  naturally  refuiting  from  our  relation 
to  God,  as  reafonabld  creatures  >  for  then  it 
M  5  would 
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would  be  incumbent  on  every  man  to  be  bap- 
tized :  as  our  obligation  to  regard  it  does  not  arife 
from  any  moral,  or  civil  relation,  in  which  we 
neceflarily  {land  to  our  fellow  creatures ;  for 
then  the  fame  confequence  would  inevitably 
follow  :  and  as  this  duty  does  not  originate  in 
the  natural  relation  between  parents  and  chil- 
dren; for  then  all  parents,  whoever  they  bey 
would  lie  under  an  obligation  to  have  their  in- 
fants baptized :  fo  it  is  altogether  vain  to  fearch 
any  where  for  the  proper  fubjecls  of  baptifm, 
except  in  the  appointment  of  Chrift  and  apoftolic 
pradlice  ;  thefe  being  the  only  rule  and  law  of 
its  adminiftrationf."  But  this  objeftion,  how- 
ever plaufible,  does  by  no  means  affe6l  the 
above  reafoning.  For,  data  of  a  moral  kind  are 
very  good  ones,  when  no  pofitive  evidence  lies 
againft  them.  Befides,  there  appears  to  me  a 
manifeft  impropriety  (  not  to  fay  impertinence  ) 
in  making  the  kind  of  argumentation  an  objec- 
tionable matter.  For  it  is  Tdemonflrable,  that 
pofitive  laws,  tho'  they  conclude  affirmatively ^  do 
not  conclude  negatively^  except  in  matters  that 
are  abfolutely  indefenfiblc  on  all  data  whatever. 
Nothing  can  poffibly  be  eftablifhed  by  found 
reafoning,  but  what  is  reafonable  and  right -y  and 
when  this  is  done,  it  is  plain  that  nothing  but 
uffrmative  pofitive  evidence  can  invalidate  the 
conclufion.  The  condu61:  of  our  opponents  in 
this  inftance  is  not  unlike  that  of  Arminians 
Y^hen   difputing  with  Calvinifts.      It    is   objected 

to 
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to  the  latter  that  their  reafoning  is  metaphyfical^ 
or  may  be  reduced  to  the  fcience  of  ?netaphyftcksy 
and  to  the  Poedobaptifts  that  their  reafoning  is  of 
the  moral  kind.  But  the  cavil  is  well  refuted  by 
a  mafterly  pen  ;  part  of  which  refutation,  mutatis 
mutandis^  we  here  apply ;  "  If  the  reafoning  be 
"  good,  'tis  as  frivolous  to  inquire  what  fcience 
"  it  is  properly  reduced  to,  as  what  language  it 
"  is  delivered  in :  and  for  a  man  to  go  about  to 
*'  confute  the  arguments  of  his  opponent,  by 
"  telling  him,  his  arguments  are  inetaphyftcal  [or 
"  of  a  moral  kind]  would  be  as  weak  as  to  tell 
*'  him,  his  arguments  could  not  be  fubftantial, 
"  becaufe  they  were  not  written  in  French  or 
"  Latin,  The  queftion  is  not,  Whether  what 
"is  faid  be  Metaphyficks,  Phyficks,  Logick,  or 
"  Mathematicks  {^morality^  divinity  or  criticifm] 
"  Latin^  French^  Englijh^  or  Mahazvk  ?  But, 
«  whether  the  reafoning  be  good,  and  the  ar- 
"  guments  truly  conclusive  ?  The  foregoing 
*'  arguments  are  no  more  metaphyfrcal  [or 
'*  moral']  than  thofe  which  we  ufe  againft  th« 
"  Papifts,  to  difprove  their  dodrine  of  trarifuk" 
^  Jlantiation 'y  alledging,  it  is  inconfiftent  with 
"  the  notion  of  corporeal  identity,  that  it  fliould 
"  be  in  ten  thoufand  places  at  the  fame  time. — I 
"  am  willing  my  arguments  fhould  be  brought  to 
"  the  teft  of  the  jufteft  and  ftri£teft  i^eafon,  and 
"  that  a  clear,  diftincl:  and  determinate  meaning 
"  of  the  terms  I  ufe  fhould  be  infifted  on  ;  but 
**  let  not  the  whole  be  rejected,  as  if  all  were 
M  6'  "  confuted 
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"  confuted,  by  fixing  on  it  the  e^ithtt\\*\-^ moral, 
confequential,  or  analogical.  —  "  As  to  the  arguments 
*'  I  have  made  ufe  of,  if  they  are  quibbled  [  adapted 
*'  to  dazzle  "  the  eye  of  a  fuperficial  obferver" 
"  only]  they  may  be  ftiewn  to  be  fo :  fuch 
*'  knots  are  capable  of  being  untied,  and  the  trick 
"  and  cheat  may  be  detedted  and  plainly  laid 
*'  open.  If  this  be  fairly  done,  with  refpe6l  to 
*'  the  grounds  and  reafons  I  have  relied  upon, 
''  I  fhall  havejuft  occafion  for  the  future  to  be 
"  filent,  if  not  to  be  afhamed  of  my  argumenta- 
"  tions.  I  am  willing  my  proof  fliould  be  tho- 
"  roughly  examined ;  and  if  there  be  nothing 
"  but  Begging  of  the  quejUon,  or  mere  Logomachy, 
"  or  difpute  of  words,  let  it  be  made  manifeft, 
"  and  (hewn  how  the  feeming  ftrength  of  the 
*'  argument  depends  on  my  ufing  words  without 
*'  a  meaning,  or  arifes  from  the  ambiguity  of 
"  terms,  or  my  making  ufe  of  words  in  an 
"  indeterminate  and  unfteady  manner  \  and  that 
*'  the  weight  of  my  reafons  refts  mainly  on  fuch 
*'  a  foundation :  and  then  I  fhall  either  be  ready 
"  to  retra6t  what  I  have  urged,  and  thank  the 
"  man  that  has  done  the  kind  part,  or  fhall  be 
*'  juftly  expofed  for  my  obftinacyf ." 

§  26.  But  what  has  Mr.  B.  to  urge  in  fupport 
of  his  afTertion,  that  "  reafoning  from  data  of  a 
moral  kind,  and  the  fuppofed  ftnefs  of  things,  or 
from  the  natural  relation  of  children    to  parents 

is 
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is  wide  of  the  mark  ?"  His  reafoning  is,  "  If 
baptifm  were  a  duty,  naturally  refulting  from 
our  relation  to  God,  as  reafonable  creatures, 
then  it  would  be  incumbent  on  every  man  to  be 
baptized."  And  what  a  dreadful  confequence ! 
But  will  our  author  favour  us  with  the  curious 
intelligence  of  any  man  unbaptized,  in  a  chrifbian 
country,  on  whom  it  is  not  incumbent  to  be 
baptized  ?  The  objeflion  confounds  two  things 
which  in  reality  are  quite  diftindt.  It  makes  no 
difference  between  an  obligation  to  perfcim  a 
duty  before  it  is  revealed,  and  after  it  is  revealed. 
Neither  the  righteoufnefs  of  faith,  nor  any  part 
of  the  gofpel  myftery,  demand  the  belief  and  cor- 
dial reception  of  mankind,  before  tliey  are  pro- 
mulged ;  fuch  a  revealed  exhibition  of  mercy 
depending  on  the  divine  pleafure,  with  which 
only  a  fmall  part  of  the  human  race  is  adtually 
favoured  ;  but  does  it  folio v^r,  either- —  that  the 
African  Hottentots,  who  are  without  fuch  a  re- 
velation, are  under  obligation  to  believe  what 
they  have  not  heard,  or  —  that  any  in  a  chriffian 
land  are  not  laid  under  obligation  to  believe  and 
pra6tife  what  is  revealed  to  them?  And  does 
not  this  obligation  "  naturally  refult  from  our 
relation  to  God  as  reafonable  creatures?"  For 
can  any  thing  be  more  reafonable  than  that  we 
fhould  thankfully  receive  what  revelation  teiliiies 
is  a  proffered  mercy  ?  Methinks  it  requires  no 
great  labour  to  (liew  —  that  if  the  exhibition  of 
grace  be  a  benefit  to  man,  it  is  his  duty  to  re- 
ceive it  \  and  that  the  denial  of  this  tends  directly 

to 
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to  fap  the  foundation  of  religion  and  morals. 
In  like  manner  haptifm^  as  a  feal  appended 
to  the  gofpel  covenant,  is  as  much  a  mat- 
ter of  revelation  as  the  covenant  itfelf;  but  this 
is  no  fufEcient  reafon  why  the  feal  fhould  not 
be  obligatory  in  as  extenfive  a  manner  as  the 
inftrument  fealed.  On  new  difcoveries  being 
made  to  the  creature,  or  benefits  beilowed  on 
him,  new  relations  commence ;  and  hence  du- 
ties naturally  refult,  anfwerable  to  thefe  relations, 
with  all  that  certainty  and  univerfality  which 
belong  to  duties  refulting  from  unrevealed  re- 
lations. 

Again  :  our  Author  draws  another  confequencc 
equally  formidable  :  ••'  If  the  duty  of  parents  to 
baptize  their  children  originate  in  the  natural 
relation  between  parents  and  children,  then  [fad 
alternative  !  ]  all  parents,  ivhocver  they  be^  would 
lie  under  an  obligation  to  have  their  infants 
baptized."  We  are  ftill  at  a  lofs  to  find  out 
wherein  lies  the  inconvenience  of  the  intended 
conclufion.  For  we  have  no  obje6lion  at  all  to 
the  idea,  that  all  parents,  ivhoever  they  bc^  in  A 
CHRISTIAN  COUNTRY,  lie  Under  an  obligation 
to  have  their  infants  baptized  ;  but  if  my  oppo- 
nent obje6ls  to  the  claufe  in  a  chrijlian  country^ 
as  acknowledging  others  net  being  under  the  ob- 
ligation, and  therefore  not  originating  in  a  natural 
relation  between  parents  and  children,  it  will  do 
him  no  fervicc ;  until  be  demonftrate  either  — 
that  this  natural  relation  does  not  oblige  all  parents 
without  exception  to  benefit  their  children,  in 
every  part  of  the  globe  and  every  period  of  time, 

as 
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as  we  maintain;  or — that  baptifm  is  no  bene- 
fit to  Infants,  in  oppofition  to  tliofe  arguments 
that  fhew  it  is  a  benefit.  But  the  nature  of  the 
benefit,  or  the  manner  whereby  it  appears  to  be 
fo,  make  no  part  of  the  criteria  whereby  we 
fliould  judge,  that  the  duty  originates  in  the 
natural  relation  between  parents  and  children. 
Whether  the  benefit  relate  to  the  body  or  the 
mind,  to  property  or  liberty,  to  politicks  or 
morals,  to  time  or  eternity,  to  the  chief  or  an 
inferior  good,  —  is  out  of  the  queftion:  and. 
Whether  it  appear  to  be  a  benefit  by  the  medium 
of  fenfe  or  teftimony,  of  right  reafon  or  revealed 
fafts,  by  direct  afiertion  in  fcripture  or  jufl  con- 
fequence,  by  pofitive  or  moral  evidence,  or  by 
any  other  mode  whatever  of  collecting  the/^^, 
—  Is  equally  immaterial.  For  it  ftiJl  follows 
that  the  parent's  duty  originates  in  a  natural  rela- 
tion between  him  and  his  child,  be  the  nature  of 
the  benefit,  and  the  mode  of  afcertaining  it,  what 
they  may. 

§  27.  Our  author  ftill  objeds :  "  Were  It 
allowable  to  reafon  from  covenant  interefi^  to  the 
enjoyment  of  a  pofitive  rite,  Abraham  and  his 
pofterity  might have  circumcifed  their  fe- 
males! in  fome  way  or  other*.'*  His  reafons 
are,  — "  circumclfion  is  a  fgn  of  tlie  covenant 
—  that  covenant  extends  its  benign  influences  to 
both  fexes  —  God  has  made  us  reafonable  crea- 
tures ;  and  he  requires  that  we  fhouid  ufe  our 
intellectual  powers,  on  the  nature,  the  application 
and  the  defign  of  all   his  Inilitutions.     Hence  It 

appears 
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appears,  (fays  he)  that  a  little  reafoning  on  the 
covenant  made  with  Abraham,  and  a  few  de- 
du'£i:ions  from  the  nature  and  fitnefs  of  things, 
would  have  inferred  the  right  of  Jewifh  females 
to  circumcifion,  in  a  manner  fimilar  to  that  by 
which  our  brethren  endeavour  to  authenticate 
the  baptifm  of  infants*."  On  this  fmgular  argu- 
ment ad  homincm    I   make  thefe  two  remarks. 

1,  Our  author  feems  to  make  no  manner  of 
difference  between  the  folid  dedu6^ions  of  right 
reafon,  and  the  fpecious  pretences  of  fophiftry. 
For,  according  to  him,  nothing  more  is  necef» 
fary  to  eftablifh  the  propriety  of  female  circum- 
cifion,  but  to  admit  this  datum  of  arguing  from 
covenant  intereft.  But  we  deny  that  any  fuch 
confequence  would  follow,  for  two  plain  reafons* 
Firft,  the  moft  evident  revealed  account  of  the 
nature  and  defign  of  the  inftitution  forbid  it ;  in 
confirmation  of  which,  we  appeal  to  impartiality 
itfelf,  and  the  univerfal  fuffrage  of  Jews  and 
ChriAians.  Secondly^  The  phrafe — every  MAN- 
child—is  fo  decifive  in  itfelf,  and  fo  often  repeated 
in  the  inftitution,  as  to  put  it  out  of  all  doubt ; 
in  favour  of  which  we  might  again  refer  to  the 
whole  body  of  Jews  and  Chriftians,  who  {nem^* 
con.)  underftand  the  miales  exclufiuely. 

2.  Tho'  we  contend  iox  \\\^  proper  nfe  oi  mo- 
ral and  analogical  arguments,  we  do  not  fuppofe 
that  they  conclude  •/;/  oppofttion  to  pofitive  evi- 
dence, but  only  in  fuhordination  to  it.  Common 
fenfe,  like  common  lav/,    ought  to  influence  our 

proceedings 
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proceedings  when  not  controuled  by  fuperior 
authority ;  but  in  proportion  as  decihve  ftatute 
evidence  appears,  the  operation  of  the  inferior 
principle  is  fufpended. 

§  28.  Once  more:  "  It  is  worthy  of  confi- 
deration,  fays  Mr.  B«  whether  this  doclrine  con- 
cerning the  federal  inter  eft  of  infants,  be  not  cal- 
culated to  harden  their  confciences  in  an  uncon- 
verted l^ate,  and  to  flufh  them  with  Jaije  hopes^ 
when  grown  to  years  of  reflcSlion."  This  ob- 
je61ion  has  been  frequently  urged  by  the  Anti- 
poedobap tills,  but  widi  how  little  jullice  and 
force,  may  appear  from  the  follov;ing  obferva- 
tions. 

1.  If  this  federal  intereft  confifl-,  as  the  current  of 
Pccdobaptift  writers  hold,  in  the  children's  being 
entitled  to  the  external  privileges  of  the  covenant 
in  common  with  their  parents  j  how  can  this  tend 
"  to  harden  their  confciences,"  or  "  to  fiufh 
them  with  falfe  hopes,"  more  than  their  parents? 
Or  when  thefe  latter  ahufe  their  privileges,  are 
we  to  infer,  that  fuch  privileges  are  calculated 
"  to  harden  their  confciences,"  or  "  fo  fluHi 
them  with  falfe  hopes  ?"  But  if  fuch  arguing 
be  fallacious  in  the  one  cafe,  it  mud  be  equally 
fo   in  the  other, 

2.  It  feems  abfolutely  unaccountable,  nay  de- 
monftrably  abfurd,  to  fuppofe  that  this  federal 
intereft,  including  divine  grants,  bleffings,  bene- 
fits and  privileges,  fliould,  in  its  native  te7idency^ 
"  flulh  any  Vi\\\\  falfe  hopes.''  The  effeas  it  is  cal- 
"  culated"  to  produce  are  fuch  as  thefe— -repentance 

—  cau- 
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—  caution  —  thankfulnefs,  — gratitude —  obedience, 
&c.  With  equal  propriety  may  we  pronounce, 
on  the  principle  of  the  obje<3:ion,  that  t\\t  federal 
interef}  of  Jewi(h  infants,  their  church  member- 
fhip,  their  right  to  the  feals  and  fhadows  of  grace 
in  common  with  their  parents; — that  the  pof- 
feilion  of  Canaan,  the  worOiip  of  the  temple, 
the  fpirit  of  prophecy,  and  the  promife  of  the 
Mcfliah  ;  —  that  our  Lord's  preaching  and  mighty 
works  among  the  Jews  —  were  all  "  calculated"  to 
harden  the  confciences  of  that  people,  and  to 
flufh   them  with  falfe  hopes  ! 

3.  It  is  the  united  language  of  thofe  who  main- 
tain the  children's  federal  interejl  in  their  parents' 
privileges,  that  an  abtfe  and  ??iftmprovement  there- 
of heighten  their  guilt  and  danger ;  which  ne- 
ceflarily  implies,  that  the  thing  itfelf  is  a  real 
good.  Thus  Mr,  Strong  :  '•'  That  it  is  a  fpe- 
"  cial  privilege  for  pare?iis  and  children^  that  they 
"  [the  children]  are  taken  into  their  parents* 
"  covenant,  will    appear  by   thefe   arguments  and 

"  demonftrations. It  will   aggravate   their  fm 

'*  if  they  ahufe  it ;  therefore  it's  a  mercy  and  a  pri- 
"  vilege  in  itfelf:  for  what  is  not  a  mercy  and 
"  privilege  in  itfelf,  that  cannot  tA^  to  a  man's 
"  fm  and  judgment. .  Now  as  it  is  in  riches  and 
"  honours,  and  all  the  bleflings  in  this  life,  they 
"  will  be  unto  a  man  judgments  if  they  are 
"  ahufed\  therefore  they  are  bleffings  in  them- 
"  felves  i  bleflings  in  the  things  tho'  a  fnare  to 
"  the  man.  So  this  very  argument,  that  is 
"  brought  to  prove  that  they  are  no  bleflings,  and 

"  give 
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"  give  no  benefit,    doth  clearly    prove,  that    the 

"  thing  itfelfi^   a   privilege  and  a   hlejjmg, For 

"  a  child  to  be  difmherited,  and  caft  out  of  his 
"  father's  covenant,  is  a  very  great  judgment^  and 
"  the  foreft  of  all  outward  afflictions  that  can 
"  befal  a  man  ;  as  we  fee  in  Cain  —  Thou  haft 
"  caft  me  out  from  the  face  of  the  earthy  and  from 
"  thy  face  I  fhall  be  hid.  It  is  the  fentence  of 
"  excommunication  that  the  Lord  paiTeth  upon 
"Cain:     and     fo    upon    Ifnmacl — Caft    out    the 

"  bond  xvoman  and  her  f on: Now    if  it   be  a 

"  great  judgment  to  be  caft  out^  furely  it  is  a  great 
*'  privilege  to  be  taken  into  their  parent's  cove- 
"  nant.  ■  It  is  pramifed  as  a  fpecial  blejjing  for 
-"  the  vifible  church  of  God  to  continue  in  any 
"  man's  poderity.  So  it  was  in  Seth,  Gen,  iv. 
"  25.  in  Shem,  Gen.  ix.  27.  In  the  family  of 
**  Aaron,  and  afterwards  of  Phineas,  and  David. 
*'  — And  it  is  looked  upon  as  a  great  judginent 
*'  for  a  family  and  a  pofterity  to  be  difmherited  : 
"  as  in  Efau,  Saul,  and  Cham. —  It  is  the 
"  greateft  wrath  that  God  doth  pour  out  upoa 
"  men  in  this  life,  to  caft  them  out  of  external 
"  church  privileges.  The  Apoftle  faith  [of  the 
"  Jews  ]  Wrath  is  come  upon  them  to  the  uttermoji  : 
"  therefore  if  the  wrath  be  fo  great  in  a  calling 
"  out,  furely  there  is  a  great  deal  of  mercy 
"  fhewed  in  the  taking  in.  —  The  Apoftle  fpeaks 
"  even  of  an  intereft  in  the  external  privileges 
"  of  the  covenant  as  a  very  great  matter,  Rom. 
*'  iii.  I,  2.  —  To  be  caft  out  from  being  a  vifible 
•^  member  is  the  greateft  judgment  that  can  be- 

«  fal 
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"  fal  a  perfon    or    people   in  this  life.       i  Cor. 

"  V.    5. Hof.    I.  I  —  g.  There  is  a  pedigree 

"  of  judgments  fet  down,  but  yet  the  higheft 
"  is   Lo-am7ni\.''^ 

§  29.  ( 3, )  We  come  next  to  confider  the 
language  of '  prophecy  refpe(5ling  gofpel  times* 
On  which  obferve   in   generaJ, 

1.  That  the  evidence  of  prophec}^,  in  its  own 
nature,  is  direct  and  pertinent ;  and  v/hen  its  mean- 
ing is  afcertained,  its  verdict  [cceteris  puribia)  is 
indifpu  table. 

2.  There  are  fome  fuhjc5ls  of  prophecy  which^ 
in  their  own  nature,  are  more  plain,  while  others 
are  intricate.  It  is  often  difncult  to  afcertain 
with  exaclnefs  points  of  chronology,  the  dura- 
tion of  empires,  the  identity  of  fovereigns,  and 
the  like  ;    but  the  nature  of  the   cafe  is  fuch,  that 

• while    we   are     inveftigaiing     this    queftion, 

Whether  the  offspring  of  parent  fubjects  of  the 
gofpel  difpenfation  are  or  are  not  to  be  confidered 
as  parts  of  their  parents,  to  (hare  with  them  in 
all  the  cliurch  privileges  of  which  they  are  capa- 
ble  we  may  with  comparative  cafe  learn  the 

infpired  meaning.     Befides, 

3.  Whatever  affirmative  pofitlve  evidence  our 
fubject  derives  from  prophetic  language  is  ex  ahun- 
danti ',  for  fince  infants  did  adually  make  a  part 
of  God's  church  at  the  time  of  delivering  thefe 
prophecies  J  and  ever  had  been  held  in  that  re- 
lation from  the  beginning  of  the  w^orld,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  we  ought  to  be   influenced  by  nothing 

.    fliort 

U  D.fcourfe  on  the  two  Ccvemnts.  p.  208,  209,  ^l^, 
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fhort  of  a  dcclfive  contravention  from  the  Su- 
preme Head  of  the  church,  to  alter  our  condu6t 
towards  our  offspring :  and  whatever  the  fpirit 
of  prophiecy  pronounces  in  their  favour,  is  the 
addition  of  light  to   light. 

4.  And,  relative  to  the  national  afpect  of 
prophecies,  tho'  addreiTed  to  individuals^  Bp. 
Newton,  (when  fpeaking  of  the  curfe  of  Canaan, 
the  bleffing  of  Shem,  and  the  enlargement  of  Ja- 
phet )  fays  :  "  It  is  thinking  meanly  of  the  an- 
"  cient  prophecies  of  fcripture,  and  having  very 
''  imperfect,  very  unw^orthy  conceptions  of  them, 
"  to- limit  their  intention  to  particular  perfons. 
*'  In  this  view  the  ancient  prophets  would  be 
"  really  what  the  Delias  think  them,  little  better 
"  than  common  fortune-tellers;  and  their  pro- 
*'  phecies  would  hardly  be  ^  worth  remembering 
''  or  recording,  efpecially  in  fo  concife  and  com- 
''  pendious  a  hiftory  as  that  of  Mofes.  We 
*'  muft  affix  a  larger  meaning  to  them,  and  un- 
"  deriland  them  not  of  fmgle  perfons-,  but  of 
"  tvbole  nations-^  and  thereby  a  nobler  fcene  of 
"  things,  and  a  more  extenfive  profpe61:  will  be 
"  opened   to  us  of  the  divine  difpenfations||." 

§  30.  If  any  prophecies  reprefent  decidedly 
chriftian  converfions  in  a  national  view,  I  think 
it  mufh  be  allov/ed,  that  the  infant  part,  on  a  fair 
oonftrucStion,  muft  be  included  in  fuch  an  idea. 
Out  of  many  paflages  that  might  be  adduced  to 
this  purpofe,  I  (liall  infift  but  on  the  few  follow- 

Genesis 

§  Diflert*  on  Proph,  vol.  i.  p.  14. 
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Genesis  xii.  3.  Inthee  Jhall  a^li.  families 
OF  THE  EARTH  he  blejfed.  And  chap.  xxvi.  4. 
/;;  thy  feed  fhall  Kl^l.  THE  nations  of  the 
EARTH  be  bleffed,  Thefe  paiTages  are  not  only 
precious  prcmfesy  but  alfo  im^onznt  prophecies  \ 
the  former  delivered  to  Abraham,  the  latter, 
being  a  repetition  and  confirmation  of  it,  to 
Ifaac.  And  the  fame  was  exprefsly  made  ta 
Jacob  afterwards  ( chap,  xxviii.  14. )  It  is  evident, 
the  terms  families  and  nations  are  here  ufed  fyno- 
nymoufly  ;  nor  does  there  appear  any  neceifity, 
or  fufficient  ground,  for  underftanding  them  other- 
wife  than  indefinite^  comprehending  the  general 
hod)\  great  and  fmall,  of  people  inhabiting  cer- 
tain territories  and  provinces.  Whether  our  Lord 
intended  fuch  national  convcrfions  in  his  commifTion 
to  —  difciple  all  NATIONS,  Matt,  xxviii.  19.  fliall 
be  further  confidered. Again,  when  Ifaac  un- 
wittingly bleffed  his  fon  Jacob  he  faid,  chap,  xxvii. 
29.  Let  PEOPLE  ferve  thee  and  nations  bow  down 
to  thee^  &c.  "  When  the  gentiles  were  converted 
"  to  chriftianity,  the  prophecy  was  fulfilled  li- 
"  terally,  and  will  more  amply  be  fulfilled,  when 
''  the  fulnefs  of  the  gentiles  Jhall  come  in^  and  all 
«  Ifrael  Jhall  be  faved\r 

Psalm  Ixxii.  11.  Tea  all  kings  JJjall  fall  down 
before  hi?n  [  the  Meffiah  ] ;  all  nations  fiall  ferve 
him.  ver.  17.  ult,  ^//nations  fimll  call  him  blef- 
fed. I  believe  it  is  generally  agreed,  that  divers 
paffages  in  this  Pfalm  are  quite  inapplicable  to 
Solomon,  tho'    entitled,   "  A  Pfabn  for    Solomon^* 

and 

j-  Newton's  Difleit,  ut fupra,  p.  83, 
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and  equally  fo  to  any  other  King  but  the  Mejfiah. 
It  fhould  therefore  be  confidered  as  referring  to 
Solomon  but  imperfectly,  while  it  has  its  clear 
and  full  accomplifhment  in  Chrift  and  the  gofpel 
difpenfation.  And  from  thefe  paflages  of  this 
pr^phetick  fublime   Pfalm    it  appears, 

1.  That  the  McfTiah's  kingdom,  in  its  ex^ 
iernal  afpeCt,  fhould  have  kings  and  their  fuhyedls, 
^or  whole   nations^   as  fuch,  included  in  it. 

2.  That  in  fome  future  period  this  (hould  be 
iiniverfally  the  defirable  cafe.  Jil  kings  fliall  fub- 
mit  and  worfhip ;  all  nations  Ihall  become  his 
fubje6ls,  to  ferve  him  and  call  him  bleffed.  To 
the  like  purpofe  is  rL  Ixxxii.  8.  ult. 

Isaiah  xix.  23 — 25.  In  that  day^  Jhall  there 
he  a  hight'Way^  &c.  On  which  pafTage  Bp, 
Newton  thus  remarks :  "  By  the  means  of 
the  Jews  and  profelytes  dwelling  in  Egypt  and 
Syria,  Ifrael,  Egypt  and  Syria  were  in  fome 
meafure  united  in  the  fame  worfhip.  But  this 
was  more  fully  accomplidied,  when  thefe  countries 
became  chriftian,  and  fo  were  made  members  of 
the  fame  body  in  Chrift  Jefus.  And  we  pioully 
hope  and  believe,  that  it  will  receive  its  moft  per- 
fect completion  in  the  latter  days,  Vv^hen  Moham- 
inedifn  fliall  be  rooted  out,  and  Chriftianity  fhall 
again  flourifh  in  thefe  countries,  when  the  fulnefs 
of  the  gentiles  fhall  come  in,  and  all  Ifrael  Jhall  be 
faved%"  On  the  whole  it  appears,  That  Egypt 
and  Afjyrla,  whether  they  fland  for  the  converted 
I  Gentile  nations  indefinitely,  or  thofc  countries 
literally,  fhould  be  on  xh^  fame  footing  with  Ifrael 
in  this,  particular,    viz.    Their  converfion   would 

be 
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be  72atlonal^  and  not  confined  to  adults  only.  On 
Antipoedobaptift  principles,  none  (hould  be  deemed 
fubjeds  of  the  gofpel  kingdom  externally,  but 
thofe  adults  who  make  a  credible  profeffion  ;  but 
how  weji  this  agrees  with  the  prophetick  reprefen- 
tations  of  yiational  converfions,  let  the  impartial 
judge. 

Very  remarkable  to  the  fame  purpofe  is  ano- 
ther text  in  the  fame  prophet,  chap.   lii.   15.  S$ 

fnall -R-E    SPRINKLE    MANY  NATIONS.       On    whlch 

obferve, 

1.  That  the  term  HE  refers  to  Chrift,  Is  very 
evident  from  the  context ;  and  many  of  the  Jew- 
iili  dod-ors,  as  well  as  the  Chaldee  paraphraft, 
apply  it  diredly  to  the  Meffiah  ;  and  fo  flriking 
is  the  reference  to  Chriji^  that  it  is  faid,  "  divers 
Jews  have  been  convinced  and  converted  to  the 
Chriftian  faith,  by  the  evidence  of  this  prophecy." 

2.  It  is  as  clear,  that  the  action  here  afcribed 
to  him  relates  to  the  New  Tejl anient  Difpenfation. 

3.  The  obvious  and  natural  acceptation  of  the 
term  sprinkle,  in  this  connefdon,  is  that  oi  pu- 
rifying ;  and  it  undoubtedly  alludes  to  thofe  Jewifh 
ceremonial  purifications  which  were  performed  by 
fprinkling  perfons  and  things. 

4.  Tho'  thcfe  ceremonial  fprinklings  under  the 
law  reprefented  and  typified  the  atoning  blood  of 
Chrift,  and  the  cleanfing  efficacy  of  his  grace, 
yet  it  vv'ould  be  forced  and  unnatural  to  aicribe 
tliis  internal,  fpiritual,  and  faving  influence,  to 
MANY  nations.     Therefore, 

5.  Tpie  prediclion  properly  and  diredly  intends 
that  external  hollnf  v^  hereby   Chriflian  nations  are 

pro- 
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profeflionally  diftinguijhed  from  others.  And  how 
great  the  privilege,  how  fignal  the  honour,  con- 
ferred on  fuch  nations  I  They  arc  fet  apart  by  a 
gracious  diftinguifhing  Providence,  and  by  the 
pro fely ting  ordinance,  to  be  to  the  Lord  a  people^ 
while  he.  exhibits  himfelf  to  be  to  them  a  God! 
^XtK^A  is  the  people  that  is  in  fuch  a  cafe,  yea 
bleffcd  is  the  nation  that  has  the  Lord  for  its 
God !     But 

6.  Must  we  exclude  infants  from  being  parts  of 
thefe  nations^  and  from  the  privileges  of  their 
parents  ?  The  Jaw  of  nature,  that  is,  the  law  of 
Gody  and  the  analogy  of  all  divine  difpenfations 
that  were  ever  made  known  to  man,  forbid  the 
contraded  thought,  while  unfupported  by  any  fo 
much  as  pretended   divine  warrant. 

7.  It  appears  from  the  New  Teftamcnt  records 
that  the  appointed  ordinance  of  initiation  into  this 
ftate  of  relative  holinefs,  individually  and  explicitly, 
IS,  the  Chriftian  purification  ~  B;\ptjsm.  Confel 
quently, 

8.  From  the  premifes  It  unavoidably  follows  — 
That  the  fpirit  of  prophecy,  in  this  pallage,  af- 
fords a  venerable  and  facrtd  fan^ion  to  Poedo- 
baptift  principles. 

Whether  the  interpretation  now  given,  or  V)i 
■S^s,  who  fays  of  this  texr,  «  The  plain  meaning 
IS,  that  his  dodrine   (hould  defcend  like  rain  upon 
many  nations    and   people  f,"    be  nioft   agreeable 
to  truth,  let  the  impartial  reader  judge. 

§  31.  This  muional  (and  confequently  Pa^do- 
^  baptft) 

■\  Remarks   on  the  Chnjiwn  Mimjiir'i  Sea/trs,  Sec    p.   7. 
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laptiji)  view  of  the  gofpel  difpenfation,  is  implied 
in  many  more  prophetick  paflages,  Ifa.  Iv.  5.  Be^ 
hoIdthcu/haJt  call  a  i^ATiQii  that  thcu  knoweji  mt^ 
and  NATIONS  that  knew  not  thee  Jhall  run  unto 
thee^  hecaufe  of  the  Lord  thy  God^  ^c,  Jer.  iv. 
2.  ult.  The  NATIONS  Jhall  blfs  themf elves  in  him^ 
and  in  him  Jhall  they  glory,  Dan.  vii*  14.  And 
there  was  given  him  dominion  and  glory  and  a  king" 
dom^  that  all  people,  nations,  and  languages 
Jhoiildferve  him,  Ver.  27.  ult.  And  all  'Douitii- 
ons  Jl:all  ferve  hirn,  Mic.  iv.  2.  And  many 
NATIONS  fnall  come^  and  Jay ^  Come^  and  let  us  go 
up  to  the  mountain   of  the  Lord^  &c,     Zech.  ii.   11. 

And  MANY  NATIONS  /W/  ^^  JOINED  TO  THE 
LORD  in  that  day,  and  Jhall  be  my  people. 
To  which  we  may  add,  Matt.  xxi.  43.  There- 
fore fay  I  unto  you,  the  kingdom  of  God 
Jhall  be  taken  from  you,  and  given  to  a  nation 
bringing  forth  the  fruits  thereof*  Rev.  xi.  15.  ult* 
THE  kingdoms  OF  THIS  Vv'ORLD  ARE  BECOME 
the     kingdoms     OF     OUR    LoRD    AND     OF     HIS 

Christ.       Here  I  obferve, 

I.  That  the  phrafe,  "  the  kingdoms  of  this 
world,**  in  the  laft  text,  muft  be  underftood  in  its 
plain  literal  import,  from  the  obvious  oppofition 
intended  between  it  and  the  other,  "  the  king- 
doms of  our  Lordi"  and  for  a  like  reafon, 
the  latter  muft  intend  kingdoms  professedly 
christian.  For  the  words  are  a  prophetick 
reprefentation  of  what  Jhould  take  place  in  fome 
future  period  of  the  Chriftian  church.  Now  in 
what  fenfe  can  the  kingdoms  of  the  world 

BECOME 


Ch.  3.  SubjeSfs  of  Baptifm,  267 

BECOME  the  kingdoms  of  the  Lord,  and  of 
his  Ciirift,  if  not  in  that  we  contend  for?  They 
were  his  in  every  other  fenfe  prior  to  the  date  of 
this  prophecy.  They  were  always  the  Lord's  as 
the  God  oi  providence »  By  him  kings  have  ever 
reigned,  and  princes  decreed  juftice.  Nor  was 
there  ever  a  time  when  the  whole  earth  was  not 
HIS,  and  the  fulnefs  thereof,  with  all  its  nations  ] 
and  kingdoms  ;  to  enlarge  or  contract  tliem  ;  to 
raife  or  to  fmk  them ;  to  caufe  and  regulate  their 
revolutions  and  fucceffions  in  every  age.  It 
remains,  therefore,  that  Chrlftian  kingdoms  are 
the  Lord^s  in  a  fenfe  fimilar  to  that  in  which  If- 
rael  was  his ;  with  this  difference,  that  the  yoke 
of  Mofaic  ceremonies  fhould  be  removed,  and  a 
fpiritual   evangelical  worftiip  introduced. 

2.  Our  Lord  (Matt.  xxi.  43.)  fpeaks  of  the 
kingdom  of  God  being  transferred  from  one 
natlo7i  to  ANOTHER,  nation.  Now  what  lefs  can  ' 
we  infer  hence,  than  —  that  the  kingdom  of  God 
was  not  abolijhed  but  transferred  from  one  people  to 
another — and  that  the  national  afpe£t  of  the  former 
(at  lead  fo  far  as  to  include  the  children  with 
their  parents)  (hould  be  tlie  fubjev5l  matter  of 
the  transfer.  If  it  be  faid  that  what  was  taken 
aivay  from  the  one,  and  given  to  the  otlier,  did 
not  imply,  notvvithftanding,  the  church-member - 
fiip  of  int''ants :  I  reply,  if  the  church-meniber- 
ihip  of  infants,  in  the  kingdom  of  God  ^5  be 
transferred,  be  an  ejjential  part  of  that  king- 
dom, this  eflential  part  muft  be  included  in  what 
wai  given  to  the  other   nation,  or  the  gentile  part 

N    I  Gt 
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of  the  world.  But  the  former  is  true,  as  might 
t>e  eafily  (hewn;  and  therefore  fo  is  the  latter. 
And  that  by  the  kingdom  of  God  we  are  not  to 
underftand  merely  the  preaching  of  the  gofpel^  is 
decifively  dear  hence,  viz.  That  this  was  not 
what  they  once  pojfeffed  and  glcried  in,  but  their 
natiotial  adoption^  their  church  ftate  and  privileges  ; 
and  therefore  this  latter  (from  the  fcope  of  the 
text)  muft  be  what  was  iahn  away^  and  not 
merely  a  preached  gofpel.  It  is  true  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  Meffiah,  as  the  moft  fignal  inflance 
of  unfruitfulnefs,  was  the  catife  of  their  vineyard 
being  laid  wafte,  their  branches  cut  off,  and  their 
kingdom  transferred ;  but  the  apoftolick  refolu- 
tion  —  lo !  we  turn  to  the  gentiles^  was  by  no 
means  the  full  accomplifhment  of  the  prediction. 
It  intended,  as  what  refulted  from  their  rejefling 
the  couitfel  of  God  againft  themfelves,  a  difinheriu 
ing  of  the  Jewifh  nation,  which  differs  from  their 
not  receiving  the  gofpel^  as  the  effect  differs  from 
the  cauie*  Befides,  the  phrafe,  "  fhall  be  given 
to  another  nation,"  is  to  be  confidered  as  a  judg- 
Tiuni  on  thofe  from  whom  it  is  taken  ;  but  this 
could  not  have  been  the  cafe  if  it  meant  no  more 
than — henceforth  the  gofpel,  which  is  preached 
to  you,  fliall  be  preached  to  the  gentiles  afo  —  for 
that  could  be  no  judgment  to  any,  but  a  bleffing 
\.o  all  Nor  is  it  true  in  fa£i^  that  the  gofpel  was 
taken  from  the  Jews  otherwife  than  from  any 
unbelieving  gentiles.  The  commiffion  was,  Go^ 
.preach  the  gofpel  to  every  creature^  beginning 
AT  JERUSALEM.     And  Pcter  afiures  his  brethren, 

that 
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that  the  gofpel  promife,  or  the  exhibition  of  mercy, 
is  to  them  and  their  children^  as  well  as  to  thofe 
that  were  afar  off.  Nor  do  we  find  any  repeal  of 
this  grant,  this  univerfal  afpe£l  of  the  gofpel  pro- 
mife, and  therefore  what  was  taken  frG?n  them 
was  their  church  state,  whereby  wr-^r^^ — this 
predicted  wrath  —  came  on  them  to  the  uttermojf. 
From  this  they  were  broken  offy  ( and  not  from  the 
gofpel  call )  and  to  this  the  gentiles  were  adopteds 
The  fall  of  the  one,  became  the  riches  of  the 
other.  What  the  one  fell  from^  the  other  was 
promoted  to ;  and  what  can  this  be,  but  their 
church  ftate   as  a  body  of  people  ? 

3.  That   remarkable  text  in  Zechariah  (chap^ 
ii.   II.)  fpeaks  of  many   nations  that  (hauld,  un- 
der the  gofpel  difpenfation,  be  joined  to  the  Lord^ 
and  accounted    his  people.      On   Antipaedobaptift 
principles,  which  deny  the  church-member(hip  of 
infants   and   the    validity   of    their   baptifm,    this 
prophecy    neither  has    been,    nor  is    ever   likely 
to  be,  fulfilled   in  whole   or  in  part.      Nay,  ac- 
cording to  them,  it  is  abfolutely  incapable  of  being 
fulfilled.       For  infants    and  children  ever  have 
made,    and  ever  will  make,  a  very   confiderabic 
part  of  a  nation.     But  if  none,  on  our  opponents' 
hypothefis,  are  to  be  deemed  as  joined  to  the  Lord^ 
but  fuch  as  make  a  profeflion  of  faith  and  repent- 
ance, not  only  all  infants  and  young  children  arc 
ftruck  off  from  vifible  church-memberfhip,  but, 
for  aught  we  have  yet  feen,  the  bulk  of  a  nation, 
or  the  far  greater  part.     Nor  will   it  avail  them 
to  fay,  that  this  prediction  refers  to  the  latter  day 
N   3  glory 
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glory  J  for  be  the  day  ever  fo  glorious,  and  the 
fuccefs  of  the  gofpel  ever  fo  great ;  let  it  be  that 
all  the  adults  in  a  nation  fhall  be  born  to  God  in 
one  day,  ftiil  the  younger  part  of  the  nation,  which 
is  very  confiderable  in  number,  muft  not  be  join- 
ed to  the  Lord  ;  and  therefore,  if  our  opponents 
be  right,  no  nation,  properly  fpeaking,  is  capa- 
hie  of  being  joined  to  the  Lord^  and  of  being  his 
people^  in  any  period  of  the  gofpel  church  however 
glorious. 

§  32.  To  t})is  viev/  of  national  converfions  it 
may  perhaps  be  objeded,  "  7'hat  the  term  nation 
in  the  above  places  is  taken  tTnproperly  and  figu^ 
ratively^  not  for  the  whole  of  a  people  fm all  and 
great,  but  for  a  confiderable  part^  i.  e.  for  thofe 
in  a  nation  that  would  make  a  profefTion  of  their 
faith  and  repentance.  As  in  Ifa.  xvii.  12,  13,  &c. 
I  anfwer, 

1.  In  all  equity  the  term  fhould  be  taken 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  fubje<5^ ;  which 
has  no  reference  to  the  incurfion  of  armies^  but 
the  acceflion  of  profelytes ;  which  latter  ever  in- 
cluded the  children  with  their  parents. 

2,  In  the  paffages  firft  produced  ( §  30. )  the 
"words  fiations  and/^;?z///tfj  are  ufed  fynonymoufly  ; 
which  latter  cannot  be  underftood  in  that  con- 
jne£l:ion  to  the  exclufion  of  children.  Therefore, 
to  limit  the  term  nauon,  to  fignify  thofe  in  a  na- 
tion who  profefs  faith  and  repentance,  is  taking 
an  unwarrantable  liberty  -,  a  liberty  for  which  no 
tolerable  reafon,  I  think,  can  be  afligned. 

As 
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As  to  the  obje6lion,  "  That  religion  is  a  per^ 
final  thing  || ;  either  it  has  90  force  at  all  againft 
Pcedobaptift  principles,  or  it  mull  condemn  all. 
preceding  difpenfations.  But  loth  to  impeach  in- 
finite wifdom  for  giving  fanction  to  infant  church- 
memberrhip  in  every  age  of  the  world,  we  con- 
clude, that  whatever  truth  is  contained  in  the  pro- 
pofition — "  religion  is  a  perfonal  thing"— ftands 
in  perfeft  confiftency  with  our  principles.— r But 
if  by  religion's  being  a  perfonal  thing,  be  im- 
plied—that a  perfon's  ozvn  confent  is  necefTary  to 
make  him  the  fubjecl  of  religious  obligations ; 
I  dare  affirm  that  the  propofition  in  that  fenfe  is 
of  mofl  pernicious  tendency.  Not  lefs  fo,  than 
the  modern  notion  of  the  — "  innocence  of  men- 
tal errors !  " 

Will  it  be  objected,  "  That  God  requires  to 
be  worfhipped  H^^t;  in  fpirit  and  in  truth?'*  And 
pray,  tvhtn  was  it  that  he  did  7iQt  require  to  be 
fo  worfhipped?  Was  Abraham's  worfhip,  for  in- 
(lance,  of  a  carnal  complexion?  Was  his  family 
religion  lefs  fpirltual  than  that  of  thofe  who  reje<^ 
infants,  as  far  as  in  them  lies,  from  the  bofom 
of  the  chriftian  church  ?  We  cannot  help  think- 
ing, that  thofe  obje£lions  which  are  urged  agairrfl 
the  church- memberfhip  and  baptifm  of  infants, 
drawn  from  the  great  fpirituality  of  the  gofpel 
difpenfation,  favours  not  a  little  of  the  Socinian 
leaven  f,  which  degrades  the  Old  Teftament  as 
much  as  poflible,  to  keep  its  votaries  in  counte- 
nance when  explaining  the  New.  On  the  con- 
N  4  trary 

II  Dr.  Stenkett's  Anfwer  to  Dr.  A.  p, 
•f"  \J|d,  MARKii  Medul.  Cap,  xii,  §  4,  8,  iz,  15,  &c. 
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trary,  we  think  it  reafonable  to  conclude,  that  the 
more  fpiritual  and  excellent  the  difpenfation  is, 
^^Jironger  the  argument  in  favour  of  Poedobap- 
tift  principjes  and  pra(2:ice. 

Or  will  any  fay,  "  Suppofing  all  former  difpen- 
fations    admitted    infants    to   a    participation   of 
the  fame  religious  rites  with  their  parents,  it  does 
not  follow  that  they  now  muft."     We  fay  it  does 
follow,  by  the  mod  juft  and  certain  confequence, 
if  we  have  no  fcriptural  affirmative  evidence  to  the 
contrary.     For  whatever  fource  it  proceeds  from, 
it  is  a  privilege  in  itfelf.     Whether  this  univerfal 
fa£l  of  infant  children  having  been  included  with 
their  parents  in  church  privileges,    arifes  from  its 
natural  reafonablenefs,   and   the    apparent  incon- 
gruity, unreafonablenefs  and  unnatural   feverity  of 
the  contrary  ;  in  other  words,  from   the  original 
con/litution  of  human  nature^   whereby   its    divine 
Author  has  not  only  charaflerized  it  ^i  facial  and 
communicative   of    benefits,  but   alfo   formed  the 
firongcft  conne^iion  between  the  parents   and  their 
offspring,  as  to   all  the  benefits  and  privileges  of 
the   fonner:  Vs'^hether    the  fa£l  arifes  from   this, 
1  fay,    or  from   a  covenant  grants — it  (hould   not 
be  renounced  but  by  the  higheft  authority.     And 
this  authority   muft  be,    if  at  all  exifling,  either 
an  explicit  repeal,  or  an  implicit  and  virtual  abro- 
gation.      We  maintain  that    neither  ex  ills  ;    and 
therefore  we  cannot   renounce  the  church-mem- 
berdiip  and  baptifm   of  our  infant  children,  with- 
out  denying  thefe  things   to   be   a  prhilegey  that 
is  to  fay,    without  denying  a  plain  fact. 

§  33-  But 
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§  33.  But  an  objev9:ion  ftill  more  formidable 
yet  remains,  viz .  "  If  (.he  above  prophecies  refer 
to  national  converfionsy  does  not  that  lead  to  na- 
tional churches  ?  And  what  then  becomes  of  the 
diflenting   and   congregational  plan?"     I  reply. 

That  a  national  eiUblifhment,  If  well  or- 
dered, appears  more  agreeable  to  the  prophetick 
pafTagcs  we  have  been  confidering  than  the  An- 
tjpoedobaptift  plan ;  nay  moie  agreeable  to  the  ge- 
ral  tenor  of  revelation.  I  fay,  "  well  ordered  ;*' 
for,  in  the  prelent  cafe,  the  queftion  is  not  how 
they  arcy  but  how  they  may  be  eftablilhed.  Nor 
do-s  there  appear  any  irreconcileable  difference 
between  a  national  eftabli(hment  and  congrega- 
tionai  difclpline. 

It  is  neceffary  that  infants  make  a  part  of  na- 
tions, but  it  does  not  at  all  follow,  that  the  civil 
magiftrate  (hould  —  be  the  vifible  head  of  the 
church— prefcribe  to  all  the  nation,  to  the  greateft 
nicety,  the  terms  of  chriftian  communion— publilh 
acts  which  impofe  uniformity^  rigid  uniformity,  in 
religious  matters,  under  heavy  penalties  —  require 
obedience  in  things  which  no  one  pretends 
to  be  vindicable  on  fcriptural  or  rational  grounds 
—  and  efpecially  fhould  require  of  minilters  the 
fubfcribing  of  plain   contradiSfions, 

On  the  whole  it  appears,  that  the  language 
of  prophecy,  refpedling  nations  becoming  vifibly 
chrijiiany  is  quite  inimical  to  the  Antipoedobaptifl 
hypothefis.  —  We  now  proceed  to  inveftigate  a 
few  prophetick  teftimonies  of  another  kind. 

N  5  §  34*  Out 


274  Of  the  proper  Ch.  3. 

§  34.  Out  of  many  that  might  be  urged  in 
favour  of  infants,  let  the  following  be  confidered, 
Pfalm  cii.  28.  The  children  of  thy  servants 
Jhall  continue^  and  their  seed  Jhallhe  ejfablijhed 
before  thee.     On  which  I  obferve, 

1.  That  thefe  words  moft  undoubtedly  belong 
to  the  Chriftian  difpenfation,  as  appears  from  St. 
Paul's  quotation  ( Heb.  i.  11,  12.)  of  the  fore- 
going verfes  j  for  thofe  he  exprefsly  applies  to. 
Chrift,  and  this  ftands  in  ftri6l  connexion  with 
them.  It  therefore  follows,  that  thefe  fervants 
are  the  fervants  of  Chrifl:,  and  who  can  thefe  be, 
but  either  his  real  or  profejfmg  people  r  And  whe- 
ther the  one  or  the  other  be  intended,  it  follows, 

2.  That  their  children  diall  continue.  But  in. 
what  refpe6l  (hall  the  children  of  chriftians  con- 
tinue? Does  it  refer  to  the  continuation  of  the 
human  race  thro'  their  inftrumentality  ?  Is  this 
the  full  import  of  the  facred  text,  that  chriftians 
fhould  not  be  furpafTed  by  infidels^  but  fhould  be- 
fruitful  and  multiply,  and  replenilli  the  earth,  as 
well  as  they  P  We  cannot  fuppofe  that  fo  low 
and  jejune  a  meaning  is  worthy  of  the  pen  of 
inrpiration.  It  therefore  remains,  that  the  pro- 
phetick  promife  refers  to  the  religious  privileges 
of  the  children  of  chriftians,  and  imports  —  that 
they  fhould  continue  (Jijhconu)  dwell,  abide,  or 
tarry  in  the  vifjble  church  of  God,  as  they  were 
wont  to  do,  along  with  their  parents  in  every 
other  ceconomy  of  grace  that  ever  was.  To  this 
is  added, 

3.  That  their  fed  fhall  be   efiahlijhed.     It  is 

hardly 
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hardly  neceiTary  to  obferve  here^  that  \yj  feed  \% 
meant  ojfpriitg  as  fuch,  Wiaiout  excluding  the 
youngeft  infant.  And  whether  the  pronoun 
theh\  relates  to  the  ancecedenrs  fervants  or  chil- 
^ren^'is  iinmattri-I,  (tho*  the  connection  feems  to 
refer  it  to  the  latter,)  it  ftill  follows  that  the 
offspring  —  yes,  the  infa?it  offspring  —  of  chriftians 
are  to  be  eflabUJhed  before  the  Meffiah,  In  what 
fenfe  eflahlijlied  ?  and  how  before  the  Lord  Chriil  \ 
It  cannot  mean  that  the  feed  of  believers  fhould 
be  eflablifhed  in  the  grace  of  the  covenant.  We 
conclude  then  that  the  purport  of  the  words  is, 
—that  the  offspring  of  chrifliana  w^ere  intended 
by  the  fpirit  of  prophecy  to  be  eflablijhedy  con- 
firmed, unmoved  from  and  fettled  in  their  for- 
mer {landing  before  the  Lord  in  his  church. 

Should  any  contend  for  this  general,  meanings 
that  the  chriftian  church  fhould  be  a  kingdom  in 
perpetuity,  to  continue  for  ever  as  what  cannot 
be  moved,  it  will  not  alter  the  cafe  j  for  the  words 
clearly  point  out  the  inunner  and  meam  whereby 
this  is  effe(fted,  viz.  by  the  children  of  profelTors, 
and  tlicir  feed  being  continued  and  eflablifhed  ia 
the  church. 

§  35.  TaE  next  pafTage  I  fhall  advert  to  is 
Ifaiah  ixv.  23.  They  Jhall  not  labour  in  vain,  nor 
bring  forth  for  troubk:.  for  they  are  THE.  SEED  of  the 
blejed  of  the  Lord^  and  thelR  OFFSPRING  WITH 
THEM.     Hence  obferve, 

I.  That    the  predidion    refers    evidently    to 

gofpel  times,    and   the    accomplifhment     mull    be 

fought  among  Chrifilans.     ¥ox  tho'  it  were  mainr- 

tai n^d,  that  tlie   fpirit  of  prophecy  here  eyed  the 

•  N  6  Jews 
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Jews  in  their  glorious  reftoration  to  church  pri- 
vileges after  the  fulnefs  of  the  Gentiles  was  brought 
in,  that  can  make  no  manner  of  difference;  for 
the  Jews  when  called  will  be  christians  as 
well  as  the  called  Gentiles.  The  middle  ivall  of 
partitiofiy  which  caufed  the  celebrated  diftribution 
of  the  human  race  into  Jews  and  Gentiles,  has 
been  taken  down.  And  it  is  obvious  that  what 
the  Gentiles  now  do  enjoy  by  right  of  evangelical 
privileges,  is  the  very  fame  as  what  the  Jews 
would  have  enjoyed^  if  wrath  had  not  come  upon 
them  to  the  uttermoft,  to  their  un- churching  and 
difperfion.  The  removal  of  the  feparating  wall 
evidently  implies  an  intended  incorporation,  and 
a  community  of  privikges.  And  it  is  equally 
plain,  that  what  they  would  have  enjoyed  if  they 
had  then  received  the  Mefliah,  was  the  fame  as 
what  they  Jhall  enjoy  on  their  future  reception  of 
him.  Therefore,  whether  the  converted  Gen- 
tiles or  Jews  be  intended  in  the  words,  they  are 
CHRISTIANS,  or  fubjcds  of  the  lajl  and  unalte- 
rable oeconomy  of  mercy. 

2.  Whatever  honours  and  privileges  belong 
to  THE  SEED  of  the  bkjjed  of  the  Lord  (and 
whoever  be  intended  thereby)  their  offspring 
are  pronounced  hleffed  with  them,  co-partici- 
pants of  the  fame  benefits.  But  all  religious 
benefits  being  either  interncl  and  real,  or  external 
and  relative;  and  the  former  bleflings  do  not 
devolve  on  the  children,  as  their  children,  (which 
needs  not  to  be  formally  proved  to  Antipado- 
baptiftsj)    it  follows— that    thefe    privileges,  of 

which 
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which  the  offspring  of  chriftians  are  co-partici- 
pants with  their  parents^  are  the  external  and  ceco- 
nomical  benefits  of  the  chriftian  church.  And  if 
baptifm  be  a  benefit^  as  it  demonflrably  is  to  all 
capable  fubje£ls,  and  it  is  equally  demonftrable 
that  infants  are  fuch,  it  irrefragably  follows  that, 
according  to  the  language  and  defign  of  prophecy, 
the  infant  children  of  chriftians  are  entitled  to 
baptifm  with  their  parents.  On  the  whole,  the 
connexion  between  parents  and  children,  relative 
to  church  privileges  and  facred  ordinances,  fo  rea- 
fonable  and  conformable  to  the  law  of  nature  in 
itfelf,  and  fo  countenanced  by  the  fandtion  of 
Heaven,  is  here  ratified  and  confirmed. 

§  36.  (4.)  That  it  is  the  will  of  Christ  we 
Ihould  introduce  our  infant  children  into  the  chrif- 
tian church,  by  the  initiatory  ordinance  of  bap- 
tifm, will  further  appear  from  the  corroborating 
evidence  afforded  in  the  New  Testament. 

But,  previous  to  our  inveftigation  of  particular 
pafTages,  it  is  neceflary  to  repeat  a  remark  before 
made  —  that  the  transition  from  one  difpen- 
fation  to  another,  is  of  itfelf  no  adequate  reafon 
for  abrogating  any  benefit  or  cuflom  appertaining 
to  the  former,  which  would  be  really  a  benefit 
under  the  latter.  Hence  we  find,  (conformably 
to  that  wife  and  benevolent  apophthegm,  Mark  ii. 
21,  22.)  that  the  change  from  the  Jewifli  to  the 
Chriftian  oeconomy,  was  gradual  and  moft  tender. 
Nothing  was  altered  without  a  manifeft  necelTity, 
and  that  always  for  the  better.  Our  Lord  and 
his  apoftles,  being  native  Jews,  not  only  were  ob- 

fervant 
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fervant  of  the  religious  worfhip  and  ceremonies  of 
the  jewifh  church,  but  alfo  complied  with  their 
innocent  civil  cuftoms.  It  is  beyond  all  reafonable 
doubt,  that  baptifm^  as  a  purifying  rite,  and  the 
holy  f^^pper^  as  a  foiemn  Jewifh  feftival,  were  in 
ufc  before  their  appointment  as  ftanding  ordi- 
nances in  the  church*.  The  Apoftle  Paul  af- 
fures  us  ( Heb.  ix.  10.)  there  were  before  Chn^ 
divers  baptifms,  1  herefore  the  baptifm  of  the 
New  Teftament  has  nothmg  new  but  its  appoint- 
ment to  the  pariiadar  piirpofe  of  profelyting  into 
the  Meffiah's  vifible  and  univerfal  church.  And 
this  is  perfecSlly  conformable  to  the  divine  pro- 
ceedings in  former  periods  j  as  might  be  inftanced 
in  the  appointment  of  the  rainbow  as  a  token  and 
feal  of  the  covenant,  the  Mofaic  inftitution  of 
facrifices^  &c. 

These  things  duly  confidered,  it  muft  be  a  weak 
prejudice,  a  faife  notion  taken  upon  trufl,  unfup- 
ported  by  one  folid  principle,  That  there  is  any 
thing  in  the  mere  change  of  a  difpenfation,  which 
implies  an  abolition  of  former  privileges^  and  a 
promifcuous  annihilation  of  every  part  of  church 
relations  and  connedlions.  The  fubfiance  of  true 
religion  is  the  fame  in  all  periods;  and  to  fup- 
pofe  otherwife,  would  be  as  ridiculous  as  to  fup^ 
pofe  that  whenever  a  man  changes  his,  clothes^  his 
body  too  is  metamorphofed  !  7'he  fpiritual  and 
moral  parts  of  religion  are  the  fame  now  as  ever  i 
and  tho'    the   gofpel  prefents    to  us   new   obje^s^ 

or 

♦  See,  among  others,  the  following  authors  on  this  hejd :  Wit- 
sius*E  Oecon.  B.  iv.  chap.  xvi.  §  2.  aifo  §  3 — 10.  Godwyn's 
Mofcs  and  Aaron,  Lib.  iii.  chap.  ii.  Hammond's  Letter,  Qj^ 
\%,  ^  5.    Grotjus  in  M^tth.  vxu  6,  xxvi.  a6 — 30,  xxviij,  18. 
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or  rather  the  fame  objects  in  a  ckarer  light,  yet 
the  principles  of  true  piety,  faith^  love^  &c.  con- 
tinue invariably  the  fame  in  every  age.  Again  : 
duties  of  natural  obligation  are  no  more  fuperfeded 
by  any  change  of  difpenfation  in  the  church,  than 
the  principles  of  common  fenfe  are  fuperfeded 
by  true  philofophy.  Whatever,  therefore,  appears 
of  natural  obligation,  and  meets  with  no  revealed 
fofitive  interruption,  flows  on  uniformly  and  quite 
unafFe£led  by  a  mere  change  of  ceconomy. 

Of    this   invariable    nature,    we    infift,    is   the 
obligation    of  parents  to  benefit  their   children  by 
introducing   them  to  a  participation  of  their  own 
privileges,  even  all  thofe  of  which  they  are  fuit- 
able  fubjeds,   be  thefe  privileges  what  they  may: 
for,    properly    fpeaking,    their    nature    does    not 
conftitute   the  criterion  whereby  we  judge    of  the 
obligation,  but  the  capacity   and  fuitablenefs  of  the 
fubjedl.     It  has  been,   I  think,  demonftrated,  that 
baptifm  is  an  ordinance  of  which  infants  are  not 
lefs   capable   than  their  parents,   that  they  pofTefs 
all  neceflary  fuitablenefs   and  qualifications  to  an- 
fwer  its  nature  and  defign ;  and  therefore   that  the 
obligation  of  parents  to  bapti;ze   them   is  abfolute 
and  ftrong.      This  being   the  cafe,   nothing  fliort 
of  a  divine  exprrfs  warrant  fhouid  influence   any 
chriflian  parent  to  the  contrary.     But  fcripture  is 
fo  far  from  affording  any  fuch   evidence,  that  it 
abounds  with  corroborating  proofs  to  the  contrary. 
We  have  appealed  to  every  fuccefllve  difpenfation 
of    revealed   religion,    we    have    appealed  to    the 
language    of   prophecy    relative   to    gofpel    times, 
whereby  the  original  thefls  acquired  additional  coii_ 
•  firmationj 
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firmatlon ;   and  now  we  chcarfully  appeal  to  the 
New  Teftament  records. 

§  37.  John  the  Eaptif!,  or  the  Baptizer,  makes 
his  appearance  as  a  Jew  among  the  Jews  ;  in 
fpirit,  afpe6l  arwl  manners,  another  Elijah.  Fut 
whom  does  he  baptize  F  IVho  were  the  fubjec>s  of 
his  extraordinary  purificatiojt.  f  "  Jerufalem  and  all 
Judea,  and  all  the  region  round  about  Jordan." 
Matt,  in  5  —  7.  "  Ah  the  people  that  heard  him, 
except  the  Pharifees  and  Lawyers.''  Luke  vii. 
29,  30.  —  The  whole  account  of  the  fubje£ls 
of  his  baptifm  is  but  fhort  and  general,  as  may 
be  feen  at  one  view.  Chap,  ii.  §  2,  &c.  On 
which  I  remark, 

Towards  an  accurate  and  judicious  interpreta- 
tion of  this  concife  account,  in  reference  to  the 
particulars  of  our  prefent  inquiry,  it  is  neceffary 
to  keep  a  fteady  eye  upon  the  proper  and  allow^ 
able  data  for  that  purpofe.  The  Antipoedobap- 
tifts  lay  this  down  as  a  general  rule  —  '*  If  the 
fcripture  be  ftlent  about  infants  as  the  fubjecSt  of 
baptifm,  or  even  not  decifwely  exprefs  in  their  fa- 
vour, we  are  to  take  it  for  granted^  that  they  were 
not  baptized."  To  face  this  cannon,  however 
formidable,  we  venture  to  plant  another — "  If 
the  fcripture  be  filent  about  infants  as  the  fubjects 
of  baptifm,  or  even  not  decifively  expiefs  againji 
thetriy  we  are  to  take  it  for  granted^  that  they  W£RE 
baptized  with  their  parents."  The  general  reafoa 
of  this  rule  has  been  already  produced  repeatedly; 
but  with  regard  to  its  propriety  and  juft  applica- 
tion 


Ch.  3.  Suhjeiis  of  Baptifm,  281 

tion  in  the  cafe  before  us,  let  the  following  things 
be  obfcrved  : 

1.  If  John's  baptifm  was  beneficial  to  the  parents, 
as  a  divine  injlitution^  and  their  children  were 
equally  capable  of  being  the  fubjecSls  of  it  with 
themfelves,  (which  our  opponents  in  fact  allow, 
by  promifing  to  accede  to  our  practice  on  the  evi- 
dence of  a  clear  precept  or  example,  which  they 
could  not  promife  to  do  on  fuppofition  of  abfo- 
lute  incapability);  there  appears  fome  reafon  and 
propriety  for  Pcedobaptifm,  and  nothing  againft  it» 

2.  If  we  confiJer  the  conftitution,  the  genius, 
the  ftate  and  circumftances  of  that  church  of  which 
John  lived  and  died  a  member,  and  the  perfons 
who  were  the  fubjedls  of  his  baptifm,  we  may 
fafely  conclude  — that  infants  were  partakers  of 
the  cleanfing  rite  with  their  parents. 

John  was  a  Jexv^  and  fo  were  thofe,  all  thofe, 
he  baptized ;  nor  did  they  ceafe  to  be  members 
of  the  JewiQi  church  on  account  of  his  baptifm. 
Their  minds  were  indeed  raifed  and  direded  to 
Chrift,  as  one  who  would  baptize  them  with  the 
Holy  Ghoft  J  but  that  did  not  change  their  church 
relation,  any  more  than  the  believing  lively  views 
and  longing  expectations  of  the  patriarchs,  prophets 
and  other  faints,  in  reference  to  the  future  kingdom 
of  the  Meffiah,  did  change  their  church  ftate. 

Now  what  was  the  nature  of  that  rite  of  which 
John  was  the  appointed  adminifirator  ?  I  anfwer, 
It  was  a  Jewifh  cleanfmg,  or  ceremonial  purifi- 
cation. In  proof  of  which  aflertion,  (omitting 
numerous   refpeclable    authorities   tliat    might  be 

produced 
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produced,  fufiicient  at  leaft  to  exculpate  from  the 
charge  of  novehy )  let  this  confideration  be  duly 
attended  to — That,  independent  on  the  teftimonies 
of  the  Jewifh  dodtors  concerning  profelyte  baptifm, 
^nce  v/e  are  certified  by  the  pen  of  infpiration, 
(Heb.  ix.  10.)  there  were  divers  baptisms  in 
ufe  among  the  Jews,  we  ought  not  to  confidcr 
John's  baptizations  as  any  other  than  thefe  Jew- 
ifh purifications  and  cleanfings,  any  further  than 
we  are  necejftiated  to  do  fo  from  the  New  Tefia- 
ment  records.  It  is  therefore  incumbent  on  thofe 
who  hold  that  this  rite  was  of  a  d'lfferejii  nature,  to 
fhew  clearly  wherein  the  difference  confified,  or  elfe 
be  content  with  the  cenfure  due  to  thofe  who 
adept  an  hypothefis  without  proof.  Convinced, 
however,  that  thefe  divine  records  favour  no  fuch 
difcrimination  as  the  abettors  of  that  hypothefis 
contend  for,  we  conclude  that  John's  baptifm  was 
one  of  \\i^  divers  baptisms,  before  mentioned*. 

It 

♦  I  am  not  a  little  furprlfed  at  Dr.  GiLt*s  remarks  on  John's 
fcsptifm  (Body  cf  Dlv.  Vol.  iii.  B.  jii,  Ch.  i.)  where  he  at- 
tempts to  prove  that  water-baptifm  is  peculiar  to  the  gofpel  difpen- 
fation.  ''  This  is  oppofed,"  fays  he,  "  to  the  fentiments  of  iuch 
**  vho  Uy  bapt  fm  was  in  tjfe  before  the  times  of  yohn,  of  Chrift 
**  and  his  apoftles. — There  were  indeed  divers  walhings,  bathings 
**  or  BAPTISMS,  under  the  legal  difperfation,  fcr  the  purification 
*«  of  perfons  and  things  unclean,  by  the  ceremonial  Jaw ;  which 
"  had  a  doctrine  in  ihem,  called  the  dc5}rh:e  of  bcptifms,  which 
<*  taught  the  cleanfing  of  fin  by  tke  blood  of  CbriJ}  j  but  dicre  was 
*♦  nothing  fimilar  in  them  to  the  ordinance  of  water-baptifm,  but 
'*  IMMERSION  ONLY  !  "  How  the  Dr.  takes  for  granted,  without 
proof  or  apology,  that  the  paflTage  referred  to  (Heb.  ix,  lo.  )  fig. 
njfies  divers  immersions!  a  paffage  his  opponents  have  always 
pleaded  as  dcciGvc  tgainjl  him!  Nothing  jimilar  to  it'tfr^r-B A ?ti»m 
but  iMMEnsioN,    That  is,  on  his  pnncifle^  which  maintains  that 
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It  is  plain  the  exprefs  dejign  of  it  was  to  pre- 
pare the  way  of  the  Lord.  For,  as  Mofes  was 
commifTioned  to  sanctify  the  people^  i.  e.  to  pre- 
pare them  by  a  ceremonial  purification  in  expec- 
tation of  an  approaching  new  occonomy  (Ex. 
xix.  10,  14.);  in  like  manner,  John  was  fent  to 
the  Tame  honoured  family,  the  houfe  of  IfraeJ, 
not  only  to  proclaim  to  them  that  the  kingdo?7i  of 
heavin^  that  is^  a  new  and  more  excellent  oeco- 
noniy,  was  at  hand,  but  alfo  to  fecond  the  im- 
portant meflage  by  a  general  purification  ||. 

But,  the  queftion  now  returns,  what  was  the 
conftitution  of  the  Jev.idi  church  as  to  infants  ? 
The  reply  need  be  but  fhort  to  fo  plain  a  cafe: 
Infants  (hared  in  the  fame  rites  with  their  parents, 
even  all  thofe  of  which  they  were  capable  fubjeds, 
were  not  particularly  diftinguilhed  and  excepted. 
Not  more  fure  is  it,  that  children  oft,  particularly 
infa^it  children,  were  unavoidably  fubje»5Ted  to  ce-. 
remonial  pollutions  with  their  parents  than  they 
were  entitled  to  the  fartie  cleanfings.  Therefore, 
whatever  was  the  nature  of  John's  cleanfing  rite, 
we  may  fecurely  infer  —  parents  and  children 
partook  of  it  in  common. 

3.  When. 

Ba7rli?/.co?  is  immerjlon — there  was  nothing  in  thofe  divtri  imincr- 
JionSf  fimilar  to  the  ordinanc«  of  luater-immerjlonj  but  hnrncrfion  only  !  ! 
To  fuch  ridiculous  inconfiftencies  is  that  hypothefis  reducible  which 
makes  the  biblical  ufe  of  the  words  baptifm  and  immerfion  conver- 
tible and  fynonymons !  He  proceeds:  "John  was  the  ^/f/yZ  admi- 
niftrator  of  the  ordinance  of  baptifm. "--This  is  flatjly  contra- 
dictory to  the  Dr's.  conceflion  immediately  foregoing—"  that 
there  were  divers  baftljnn  under  the  legal  difpenfation,"  and  con- 
fequently  h^dzers, 

Ij  Vid.  Grotivs  in  Matth.  iii.  6. 


3.  When  we  confider,  in  conne<£lion  with  thefe 
things,  the  general  and  univerfal  tenns  made  ufe 
of  in  the  narration,  we  are  rather  confirmed  than 
otherwife  in  favour  of  Poedobaptifm,  as  pradlifed 
by  the  venerable  fon  of  Zacharias.  When  we  read 
of,  all  the  people —the  multitude  ^-^  all  that  heard 
him^  and  the  Hke,  in  reference  to  an  ordinance  in 
which  infants  and  young  children  were  capable  of 
iharing  as  well  as  adults  ;  by  what  equitable  rule,  I 
would  fain  know,  are  we  authorized  to  fet  up  an 
excluding  barrier  \  If  becaufe  infants  and  children 
are  not  mentioned  particularly,  by  the  fame  rule 
we  mufi  exclude  women  from  the  privilege  of 
John's  baptifm.  But  if  thtfdence  of  the  infpired 
narrative  is  no  fufficient  reafon  for  excluding  the 
latter^  neither  is  it  for  excluding  t\\Q former.  The 
very  ufe  of  general  terms  is  fufficient  evidence  (cat, 
par, )  for  including  all  the  fpecies  to  which  they 
are  applicable. 

§  38.  But  here  I  am  aware  of  an  obje6lion  that 
may  be  thought  unanfwerable  againft  the  above 
reafoning,  viz.  "  That  thofe  who  were  baptized  by 
John  con/cfj'ed  their  fms^  which  infants  could  not 
do."  To  this  irrefragable  argument,  falfely  fo 
called,  we  (hall  oppofe  the  following  anfwers. 

I.  In  all  equitable  and  fair  conftrudtion,  nothing 
more  can  be  inferred  from  fuch  pailages  as  fpeak 
of  "  Jerufalem,  and  all  Judea,  and  all  the  region 
round  about  Jordan,  being  baptized  of  John  in 
Jordan,  confejfmg  their fns^'*  (  Matt.  iii.  5,  6. )  than 
thvit  fuch  of  them  as  were  actual  finners  made  a 
general covii^^iovi  of  their  fms  and  iniquities;  where- 
as, 
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as,  to  ferv'e  the  antipoedobaptift  caufe,  the  narra- 
tion (hould  fupport  a  proof  widely  different,  viz. 
That  John  baptized  no  others  but  thofe  who  made 
a  perfonal  confeflion  of  their  fins.  But  this,  which 
alone  would  be  available  to  our  opponents,  the 
hiftory  of  John's  baptifm  I  believe  will  not  fupport. 
What  better  clue  can  we  fix  upon  towards 
inveftigating  this  point,  than  thofe  fcripture  pafla- 
ges  which  treat  of  national  and  general  confejjions 
of  fin?  Thus,  for  inftance,  the  Lord  himfelf  fays 
with  refpe6l  to  Ifrael,  l^ev.  xxvi.  40 — 42.  If 
they  Jhall  Q,Q^^Y.%s  their  iniquity,  and  the  inU 
quity  of  their  fathers^  with  their  trefpafs  which  they 
trefpajjed  againji  me^  and  that  alfo  they  have  walked 
/igainjl  me  —  f  then  their  uncircumcifed  hearts  he 
humbled^  and  they  then  accept  of  the  pumjhinent  of 
thfir  iniquity  ;  then  will  I  remember  my  covenant  — 
and  I  tvi II  remember  the. land.  Thus  alfo  Solomon, 
in  his  excellent  prayer,  on  that  memorable  and 
eminently  folemn  occafion  of  introducing  the  ark 
of  God  into  the  new  erected  temple,  i  Kings, 
viii.  47  —  53.  If  they  /hall  bethink  ihenifelves^^ 
and  RhFENTy  and  make  jupplication  unto  thee — fay~ 
ing^  We  have  sinned,  and  have  done  per- 
versely, WE  have  committed  wickedness  ; 
und fo  return  unto  thee  with  all  their  hearty  and  with 
all  their  foul —  then  hear  thou  their  prayer  and  their 
fupplication  tn  heaven  thy  dwelling  place^  and  main- 
tain their  caufe  —  and  givi  them  compajfion  before 
them  who  carried  them  captive^  that  they  may  have 
compajfion  on  them  ^  for  they  bd  thy  people  and  thine 
inheritance^  ^c.     In   like  manner,   on  another  fo- 

kinn 
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lemn  occafion,  when  a  national  reformation  was 
attempted,  and  a  general  faft  obferved,  it  is  faid, 
Neh.  ix.  2.  The  feed  of  Ifrael  feparated  theinf elves 
from  all  ft  rangers^  and  flood  and  confessed  THEIR 
SINS,  and  the  iniquities  of  their  fathers. 

From  thefe  and  fimilar  paflages  we  may  obferve, 
(i)  That  the  people  in  general,  or  as  a 
hody^  are  faid  to  confefs  their  iniquity^  to  repent^  and 
to  fay,  We  have  finned^  Sic.  (2)  That  notwith- 
ftanding,  infants  were  ?tot  capable  of  thefe  acts. 
But,  (  3  )  Neverthelefs,  there  was  no  privilege,  na- 
tional or  ecclefiaftical,  which  an  infant  was  capable 
of  enjoying,  but  was  participated  by  the  child  as 
well  as  the  parent,  as  conne6led  with,  or  confe- 
quent  upon,  fuch  as  repentance  and  confeflion 
of  fin.  And  (  4  )  We  may  note  the  general  form 
of  confeflion,  — "  We  have  finned,  and  have  done 
perv^erfely,  we  have  committed wickednefs."— How 
parallel  this  account  is  with  the  repentance  and 
confeflion  of,  "  Jerufalem  and  all  Judea,"  let  the 
impartial  reader  judge.  Let  him  refle6i:,  particu- 
larly, that  repentance  and  confeflion  of  fm  were 
the  prefcribed  conditions  in  both  cafes,  and  the  he^ 
ncfits  fufpended  on  thefe  conditions  were,  in  the  one 
cafe,  God's  remembering  his  covenant,  and  the 
land  —  maintaining  their  caufe,  and  giving  them 
compaflion  before  their  enemies;  —  and,  in  the 
other,  the  hjejfing  (  not  the  duty)  of  the  ecclefiaf- 
tical  purifying  rite,  and  whatever  external  privi- 
leges were  cbnneited  with  it. 

Again:  it  is  not  fuppofeable  that  <*  Jerufalem 

and 
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and  all  Judea,"  were  deemed  by  John  true  penitents  ; 
and  the  fequel  of  the  hiftory  fhews  abundantly 
they  were  not  in  fa£i»  AlU  who  did  not  reje£l  tht 
counsel  of  God  againjl  themfdveSy  (  Mark  i.  5.  Luke 
vii.  30.  )  were  baptized  of  him;  all,  the  people 
but  the  Pharifees  and  lawyers^  Therefore,  feeing 
the  repentance,  humiliation  and  confefTion  were  of 
the  general  nature  above  defcribed,  there  is  no 
fufficient  reafon  aflignable  why  the  infants  and 
children  Jhould  not,  or  did  not,  fliare  with  their 
parents  in  the  baptifmal  benefit^  as  the  confequence 
of  thofe  conditions.— It  would  be  eafy  to  make 
the  fame  remarks  on  the  humiliation  of  the  Nine- 
viies ;  when  Jonah  cried  in  the  city,  as  John  did 
in  the  wildernefs,  that  deftru6tion  and  wrath  await- 
ed the  impenitent,  the  effect  was  pretty  much  alike  ; 
a  general  humiliation  enfued,  and  we  are  fure  that 
in  the  one  inftance,  infants  (hared  in  the  parent's 
confcquent  privilege;  therefore,  fmce  that  parti- 
cipation was  not  founded  on  a  pojitive  grant  but 
the  law  of  nature^  we  are  conftrained  to  conclude 
— that  the  parent's  privilege,  in  the  other  in  fiance, 
extended  to  his  infants,  and  dependent  family,  in 
virtue  of  the  fame  uniform  law.      Befides, 

2.  When  we  confider  how  little  notice  is  taken 
of  children  in  the  fuhfequent  hiflory  of  the  chrif- 
tian  church,  particularly  that  part  of  it  which 
treats  of  the  progrefs  and  fuccefs  of  the  gofpel, 
and  the  evangelizing  of  nations,  as  well  as  in  the 
facred  records  of  the  Old  Tef^ament ;  where  yet 

from 
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from  clrcumftances  we  may  gather  with  certainty 
the  avowed  church- memberfhip  and  baptifm  of 
infants  j  it  is  very  conceiveable  how  the  New 
Teftament  (hould  leave  this  point  as  we  find  it. 
The  fame  remark  is  applicable  to  moft  reforma- 
tions in  the  church,  and  revolutions  in  civil  fociety, 
while  the  memberfhip  and  privileges  of  infants 
in  thefe  cafes  (land  confefTed  in  the  eflimation  of 
their  rcfpe6live  hiftorians. 

Considering,  therefore,  thefe  things  —  that 
the  ordinance  in  hfclfdots  not  exclude  infant  fub- 
je<5ls,  but  admits  them  not  lefs  than  adults,  as 
before  proved ;  —  that  the  conftitution,  genius, 
and  uniform  cuftom  of  the  Jewifli  church  (  of 
which  John  and  his  difciples  were  members) 
incluaed  mfants  with  their  parents  ;-^  that  there 
appears  in  the  brief  account  of  John's  miniilry 
nothing  aga'inji  infants,  but  the  general  terms  ufed 
are  rather  In  favour  of  them  ;  —  and  that  nothing 
can  be  gathered,  in  fairnefs  and  equity,  of  objec- 
tionable weight,  from  the  account  of  the  people 
conf effing  their  fms  as  a  conditional  qualification  for 
enjoying  the  baptifmal  privilege ;  for,  on  fuppofi- 
tion  that  infants  were  baptized^  no  other  language 
could  be  reafonably  expcvSted,  as  further  appears 
from  the  Old  Teftament  and  the  moft  approved 
ecclefiaftical  and  civil  records  —  we  conclude,  That 
John  was  a  Poedobaptist  de  jure^  therefore, 
(cat,  par.)  that  we  ought  tq  regard  him  fuch  de 

§  39.  We  next  appeal  to  Chrift's  public  minif- 
try.     Our  I>ord  and  his  fervants,  we  are  exprefsly 

told, 
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told,  made  and  baptized  more  difciples  than  John, 
tho'  the  latter  baptized  fo  great  a  number.  How 
numerous  then  muft  they  be  !  But  were  they 
all  conlidered  as  true  believers^  or  real  converts^ 
that  is,  juftified  and  fandlified  perfons  ?  Did  our 
Lord,  by  his  minifters,  baptize  the  innumera- 
ble multitudes  on  that  fuppofition  P  Nothing  lefs. 
All  that  can  in  reafon  be  thought  of  them  is,  that 
they  made  a  general  furrender  of  themfelves  as 
families  and  affembled  crowds,  after  the  mannei' 
of  John's  followers;  and  indeed,  their  fo  gene- 
ral defe6lion  from  Chrift  on  occafion  of  his 
fearching  difcourfes,  and  his  approaching  death, 
renders  the  fa6l  indubitable. 

We  may  here  again  obferve,  that  the  fa?7te 
reafon  remains  in  force,  in  behalf  of  the  privi- 
leges of  children,  in  this  period  as  before;  as 
there  is  no  ground  of  repeal^  we  think,  either 
exprelTed  or  implied.  But  tho'  we  have  nothing 
againjl  them,  v/e  have  fomething  in  favour  of 
them.  What  I  fliall  infifl  upon  from  this  part  of 
fcripture  evidence,  (liall  be  confined  to  two  things 
—  our  Lord's  confirming  and  decilive  fentence 
concerning  the  church  privileges  of  infants  —  and 
the  fame  thing  implied  in  what  he  fays  of  cer- 
tain towns  and  cities  as  a  gener^il  body,  thro' 
the  whole  courfe  of  his  miniftry. 

Let  us  begin  with  that  paiTage  Mat.  xix.  13 
— 15.  recorded  alfo,  with  fome  variation,  Mark 
X.  13—16.  and  Luke  xviii,  15—17.  Inllead  of 
tranfcribing  ihefe  pafTages  at  length  feveially,  as 
every  reader  may  eafily  confult  them,  I  Ihall  give 
O  them 
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them  in  one  conne6led  view  from  the  harmony 
of  the  ingenious  and  candid  Dr.  Doddridge. 
"  And  they  brought  infants  and  young  children 
"  to  him,  that  he  (hould  touch  them,  or  put 
"  his  hands  on  them,  and  pray;  and  when  his 
"  difciples  faw  it,  they  rebuked  thofe  that  brought 
"  them.  But  when  Jefus  faw  it,  he  was  much 
"  difpleafed,  and  faid  unto  them,  Suffer  the  little 
"  children  to  come  unto  me,  and  forbid  them 
<'  not;  for  of  fuch  is  the  kingdom  of  God.  Verily 
"  I  fay  unto  you,  Whofoever  (hall  not  receive  the 
"  kingdom  of  God  as  a  little  child,  he  Ihall  in 
"  no  wife  enter  therein.  And  he  called  them 
''  unto  him,  and  took  them  up  in  his  arms, 
"  and  put  his  hands  upon  them,  and  blelTed 
"them;  and  departed  thence  f."  —  Jefus  was 
now,  it  feems,  at  Bethahara^  which  was  beyond 
Jordan^  over  againft  JerUhoy  where  he  tarried 
with  his  difciples  fome  months.  Hither  great 
multitudes  reforted  to  him  to  receive  his  inflruc- 
tions,  fpiritual  bleffings,  and  miraculous  cures. 
During  his  abode  at  Bethabara^  previous  to  his 
going  to  Bethany^  thefe  things  are  recorded  par- 
ticularly,—the  do6trine  of  divorce  and  matrimony, 
in  anfwer  to  the  tempting  Pharifees  —  his  doc- 
trine concerning  .infants  and  children,  occafioned 
by  the  importunity  of  their  friends  and  the  harJJj 
imprudence^  or  the  inconfiderate  officioufnefs  of  the 
difciples  —  the  danger  of  riches,  occafioned  by 
the  quei^ion  of  the  young  ruler — bigotry  and  a 
party   fpirit,   a  very  [prevailing  fin  of  the  Jewifh 

nation, 

f  Fam,  Expof.  vol,  ii.  Sc£l.   136, 
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nation,  reproved  in  the  parable  of  the  labourers. 

—  This,  I  believe,  is  all  we  have  recorded  be- 
longing  to  this  period,  tho*  of  feveral  months 
continuance. 

Now,  let  us  attend  to  the  circumftances  and 
Import  of  that  paflage  relating  to  infants  and 
young  children,  as  above.  On  which  I  would 
offer  the  following  reflections;  which  fhall  relate 
to  —  the  children's  friends  —  tlie  difciples  —  and 
our  Lord's  doctrine  on  the  occafion. 

§  40.  I.  The  moft  probable  motives  of  the 
children's  parents  or  friends  feeni  to  be,  that 
the  fame  of  Jefus  being  abroad  about  his  con- 
defcenlion  to  children  and  his  peculiar  fond- 
nefs  for  them,  as  is  manifefl:  from  Mat.  xviii. 
2,  &c.  they  were  anxious  of  receiving  fome 
token  of  his  condefcending  notice,  and  impor- 
tant benediction.  In  the  inftance  juft  referred  to, 
Jefus  while  at  Capernaum^  had  called  a  little 
child  unto  him,  and  fet  him  in  the  midit  of  his 
difciples,  taking  him  up  in  his  arms  and  tellinp- 
them  —  that  they  mull  become  l:ke  little  children 

—  that  kindnefs  fhewn  to  fuch,  was  like  (hewinrr 

o 

it  to  hi?nfelf.  And,  indeed,  when  we  confider 
the  propriety  and  amiablenefs  of  the  thing  \ik\{ 
in  connection  v/ith  the  character  of  Jefus,  we 
fliould  think  too  contra6tedly  to  imagine,  that 
the  few  inltances  recorded  by  the  Evanjelifls 
were  the  only  ones  wherein  he  manifeiled  a  gra- 
cious regard  for  them.  Thefe  confiderations  fully 
juftified  the  jnotives  of  the  perfons  in  queffion, 
whether  they  or  the  children  were  baptized  or 
O   2  not 
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not,  by  John  or  any  of  Chrifl's  difciples  here- 
tofore, and  without  fuppofing  them  to  have  any 
defign  of  oifering  themfelves  or  theirs  to  be 
baptized  at  this  time;  and  indeed,  this  is  the 
more  improbable,  in  that,  mofl:  Jikely,  they  had 
certain  appointed  opportunities  for  that  purpofe, 
whereas  their  exprefs  defign,  as  here  recorded, 
was  to  receive  his  benediSiion,  ^ 

2.  The  next  inquiry  is,  What  could  induce 
the  difciples  to  rebuke  thefe  perfons?  I  readily 
agree  with  Dr.  S.  That  it  is  not  probable  their 
condu6l  is  chargeable  with  the  guilt  of  despis- 
ing LITTLE  CHILDREN  as  fuch^  "  having  a  far 
'^  better  opinion  of  thofe  men  of  God,  than 
"  to  fuppofe  them  capable  of  an  evil,  which 
''  very  few  of  the  mofl:  profligate  among  man- 
*'  kind  are  chargeable  with  j"  but  is  rather 
imputable  to  "  their  imprudence  and  inconfidera- 
"  tion^  than  to  any  inhumanity  or  cruelty  in 
"  their  tempers  *."  In  fa6l,  it  feems  to  me 
pretty  evident,  that  what  gave  offence  to  the  dif- 
ciples was,  what  might  appear  to  them  an  un- 
seasonable importunity.  Every  one  knows  how 
much  depends  upon  well  timing  an  application 
to  per/ons  of  much  bufinefs  of  an  important 
nature.  This  remark  is  fufficient  to  fhew  the 
inconclufivenefs  of  Mr.  B.'s  reafoning  on  this 
point:  "Is  it  not  ftrange,  unaccountably  ftrange, 
•"  that  our  Lord's  mofl:  intimate  friends  fliould 
"  have  been  offended  with  the  perfons  who  brought 
"  thofe  children,  if  it  had  then  been  cuflomary 

«  to 

*   Anfwer  to  Dr.  A,  p,  58, 
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**  to  baptize  infants  f?'*  Strange!  not  at  all; 
much  lefs  unaccountably  ftrange. '  If  there  be  any 
force  in  the  reafoning  it  is  this,— If  our  Lord's 
attendants  had  been  Poedobaptlfts,  then  no  ///- 
it?ned  application,  no  improper  manner  of  apply- 
ing, no  circumjiance  whatever,  could  have  been  a 
caufe  of  offence  to  them.  I  would  exclaim  in 
my  turn^  and  with  how  much  greater  propriety 
let  the  reader  judge,  ^  Is  it  not  ftrange,  unac- 
"  countably  Grange,"  that  my  refpe6lable  oppo- 
nent fliould  be  fo  inattentive  to  logical  conclu- 
^fivenefs,  as  to  reft  an  argument  on  fuch  a 
foundation!  Suppofe  an  opulent  and  generous 
perfon,  diftributing  hberally  to  proper  objects  on 
convenient  and  feafonable  opportunities,  were  ad- 
dreffcd  by  the  medium  of  fervants  or  attendants 
tinfeafonahly  \  and  upon  thefe  giving  the  importu- 
nate folicitors  of  his  charity  a  J}:>ort  anfwer^  or 
perhaps  a  reprimand^  it  fhould  be  divulged  — 
The  -public  is  miftaken  in  regard  of  the  cha- 
radter  of  the  perfon,  as  if  generous  and  cha*- 
ritable,  and  particularly  his  attendants  who  are 
reported  to  be  of  the  fame  difpofition  with 
himfelf ;  for  elfe  "  is  it  not  ftrange,'  unaccount- 
ably ftrange,"  that  the  perfon's  moft  intimate 
friends  fhould  have  been  off'ended  with  thofe  fo- 
licitors of  their  mafter's  bounty,  and  fhould  even 
have  rebuked  them,  if  it  had  been  cujiomary  for 
him  to  relieve  the  diftrefled?  Anyone  acquainted 
with  the  world,  and  the.  nature  of  important 
bufmefs,  might  well  fay,  Did  you  apply  at  a 
O  3  convenient 

\  Padob.  Exam,  p.  349, 
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convenient  time,  and  in  a  prudent  manner  ? 
Equally  futile  is  the  inference,  that  Chrift  and 
his  difciples  were  no  Poedobaptiils,  elfe  the  latter 
could  not  have  been  offended  with  the  perfons 
who  brought  the  children. — Befides;  Mr.  B. 
feems  to  forget  or  conceal  the  circumftance  of 
our  Lord's  being  greatly  difpleafed  with  the  dif- 
ciples for  their  conduit  5  which  he  would  not 
have  been,  without  any  ground  of  blame.  And 
I  believe  with  Dr.  S.  that  his  difpleafure  "  was 
*^  expreffed  with  the  greater  warmth,  in  order 
"  the  more  deeply  to  imprefs  the  minds  of 
"  fpeclators  with  the  exceeding  great  tendernefs 
' ''  he  felt  for  little  children.  And  I  imagine  it 
"  was  chiefly  v/ith  a  view  to  mark  this  diftin- 
"  guifhing  feature  of  benevolence  in  our  Lord's 
"  character,  and  to  infirucl  us  in  tiie  duty  we 
*'  owe  to  our  children,  that  the  evangelifts  have 
"  fo  particularly  related  this  pleafing  ik)ryt." 
While  all  attention,  perhaps,  to  fome  heavenly 
do'icrine,  the  difciples  inadvertently  thought  he 
ought  not  to  be  interrupted  by  children^  by  in- 
fants  (Bp£(p»5)  who  are  incapable  of  attending  to 
and  comprehending  the  divine  ledlure  *.  But  he 
foon  convinces  them  of  what  they  ought  to 
have  had  always  frelli  in  mind  — "  what  ex- 
"  ceeding  great  tendernefs  he  felt  for  little  chil- 
«  dren.''     But 

3.  What 
t  p.  5«. 

*  Apcficli  rem  minus  dignam  Chriflo  putabant,  contingendis 
piieris  occapari.  Poll  Synops.  in  loc.  "  Si  jirpofitum  ejus  capiti 
"  fiiiHet  diadcma,  libcnter  nee  fine  plaufu  excep.flent;  quia  propri- 
«»  urn  ejus  munus  nondum  tenebanc."     Caly,  hi  IViitt.  */«.    i^. 
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3i.  What  was  our  Lord's  do6lrine  on  \\\% 
occafion?  Suffer  the  little  children  to  come  unto 
?ney  FOR  of  fuch  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  "  Hunc 
"  clypeum  Anabaptiftis  non  temere  opponimus  J.'* 
This  I  venture  to  call  a  decifive  fentence  in 
favour  of  the  continued  privilege  of  the  church- 
incmberfhin  of  infants  under  the  gofpel  difpen- 
fation,  and  confequently  their  title  to  baptifm ; 
the  evidence  of  which  let  us  now  inveftigate. 

§  41.  From  the  pafTage  under  confideration 
we   may   learn, 

1.  ''  That  thefe  little  children,  being  ftiled 
«  (ra  /3j3£(p'/))  infants^  (Luke  xviii.  15.)  and  taken 
**  up  in  Chrift's  arms,  ( Mark  x.  16.  )  were 
"  children  not  yet  come  to  the  age  of  difcretion: 
"  for  /SfE^'/),  according  to  Eustathius  and  Pha- 

*'    VORINUS,     is     TO    aplf    yiUvoti    Trcui^ioy,    y.a,i    r^i(po^iio% 

*'  aTTo  Ty^Ori?  —  a  new  born  child^   nourijhed  from  the 
«  teaf^:' 

2.  Whatever  may  be  included  in  this  blef- 
fing,  of  juch  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven^  we  are  not 
to  fuppofe  it  confined  to  thofe  children,  much  lefs 
to  adults.  "  I  cannot  approve  of  rendering 
Toij/Iwi/,  fuch  as  refemble  thefe.  It  is  the  part  of  a 
faithful  tranilator,  not  to  li?nit  the  fenfe  of  the 
original^  nor  to  fix  what  it  leaves  ambiguous  1|." 
And  Mr.  Henry  obferves,  that  "  the  word  ge- 
"  nerally  fignifies  not  fimilitude,  but  identity,  nor 
"  can  any  one  inftance  be  found  where  it  excludes 

O  4  "  the 

X  Calvik  in  he,  *  Whitby  in  he, 

\  DoDDR,  Fam»  Expof,  vol.  ii,  Sedl.   rj6. 


296  '   Of  the  proper  Ch.  3. 

"  the  perfon  or  thing  mentioned  J."  "  Korum 
"  €t  fimilium:  puerorum  ut  aetate,  ita  et  mori- 
"  bus :  non  excludit  pueros,  a  quibus  facit  ini- 
"  tium,  fed  includit  adultos  eis  fimiles;  q.  d. 
"  Pueri,  a  me  jam  benedidi,  jam  nunc  idonci 
"  funt  regno  coeiorum:  vos  adulti  qui  diu  mea 
"  prefentia  &  benedi6rione  fruimini,  nondum  ido- 
"  nei  eiiis,  &,  ut  idonei  fiatis,  reddamini  oportet 
"  iliis  iimiles  quos  contemnitis,  a  faftu  alieni, 
"  &c.  *"  "  Hac  voce  tarn  parvulos  quam  eorum 
"  fimiles  comprehendit.  Infulfe  enim  Anabaptift.-e 
"  pueros  exchidunt,  a  quibus  initium  .htri  debe- 
'^  batf.''  And  Dr.  S.  underilands  ToAu^-^ 
"  of  fuch  little  children^  little  children  ii^ 
**  general  §;"  v/hich  I  am  by  no  means  in- 
clined to  difpute. 

.  Yet  afterwards  he  qualifies  this  univerfality 
thus:  "  All  little  children  who  die  in  their 
"  INFANCY.  And  this,"  fays  he,  "  I  take  to 
*'  be  our  Lord's  m>eaning.  Of  fuch,  of  little  chil- 
"  dren  passing  out  of  life  in  their  in- 
^'  fancy,  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  And  con- 
*'  fidering  what  prodigious  numbers,  out  of  all 
"  kindreds,  nations  and  tongues,  are  removed 
"  hence  at  that  early  period,  heaven  may  very 
"  properly  be  faid,  a  great  part  of  it,  to  confift 
"  of  them."  Yet  our  author  adds,  "  There  is 
"  no   way   by  which  it  can  be   credibly  known, 

"  which 

X  Treatife  on  Baptifm,  p.  104, 

*  Maldonat.  ex  Oric,   Hieron.  August.  &c.  et  Luc, 
BrvG£N.  ap.  PoLi  Synopf,  in  loc, 

f  Calv»  /♦;  he,        §  Anfwer  to  Dr,  A.  p,  6i« 
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"  which  of  them  do  poffefs  fuch  title  to  the 
"  kin<5dom  of  heaven,  till  they  die  1|."  Hence 
he  concludes,  that  becaufe  we  cannot  certainly  or 
credibly  know  which  of  them  (hail  die  in  their 
infancy  — we  are  to  regard  none  of  them,  while 
they  live,  as  fuhje£ls  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  \ 
except  we  reft  our  judgment  "  upon  a  prefump- 
"  tion  of  their  dying." 

But  what  fays  Mr.  B,  on  this  head?  "  That 
"  it  is  lawful  for  a  parent,  or  a  minifter^  to  give 
"  UP  INFANTS  to  God  by  folemn  prayer,  which 
"  is  a  moral  duty,  we  readily  allow;  and  that 
"  the  condu6l  of  Chrift,  on  this  occafion,  mani- 
*'  fefted  his  regard  for  little  children^  is  beyond  a 
"  doubt;  at  the  thought  of  which,  we  are  fo 
"  far  from  being  pained,  that  we  rejoice.  Yes, 
"  it  is  a  matter  of  joy;  becaufe,  in  our  view,  it 
"  wears  ?i  fmiling  afpeSf  on  Xh^  final  fi ate  of  fuch 
"  as  die  in  their  infancy;  and  that  without 
"  any  reftricSlion,  in  reference  to  carnal  defcent:, 
"  which  limitation  has  the  appearance  of  a  Jewifh 
"  tenet  f."  Mr.  James  Rutherford  is  ftill 
more  explicit:  "  As  I  cautioned  my  hearers,  in 
"  like  manner  let  me  intreat  my  readers^  not  to 
"  entertain  the  leafl  fufpicion  that  my  fentiments 
"  are  harfh  and  uncharitable,  refpedling  the  hap- 
"  py  (late  of  children  who  die  in  infancy;  for 
"  tho'  my  conclufions  io  peremptorily  exclude 
^^  them  from  any  part  in  the  outward  church 
"  fiate,  and  deny  their  right  to  every  ordinance 
**  thereof,  yet  I  dare  not  affirm  they  are  incapa- 
O  5  «  ble 

{  Ibid.   p.   64.  +  F«dob,  Exam,  p,  350. 
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"  ble  ©f  internal  wafhing,    or  without  a  part  in 
*'  eternal  glory :    For  altho'  I  have  not  met  with 
*'  cne  word^    either  in  the   Old  or   New   Tefta- 
"  ment,  from  which  the  final  Jiate  of  thofe  who 
"  die  in  infancy   can   be  inferred^  yet  where   the 
"  matter  is  fo  liable  to  difpute  among  men,  and 
"  the   fcriptures  fo  fdent  about   it,  always  choofe 
*■'  to   take    the    moji    charitable    fide;    on    which 
"  account,   I  am  inclined  to  believe  the  falvation 
"  of  ALL  who  die  in  infancy  ^.^^     After  all,  ac- 
cording to  Mr.  B.  the  condudi:  of   Chrift  mani- 
fefting  his  condefcending  regard  for  little  children, 
without     baptizing    them,     makes     nothing    for 
infant  baptifm.     "  He  who  can  fairly  prove  the 
"  point,  or  make  any  advances  towards  it,  from 
"  fuch  premifes,  mull:  be  a  wonderful  proficient 
"  in  the  art  of  fyllogizing  f ."     On  the  contrary, 
we    cannot  help   thinking,    that   "  he   who   can 
"  interpret   thefe   words,    "  fuffer  little   childreii, 
"  &c."to  the  denial  of  infants',  all  infants',  church- 
memberfhip  and  confequent   right  to  baptifm,   is 
no   mean   proficient   in   the   art   of    evading    evi- 
dence.     However,   let  us  examine  this  matter  a 
little   more  clofely. 

These    authors   unanimoufly   agree,    that    the 
phrafe,   "  of  fuch,"   includes,    "  little  children  in 

"  general 

•  Thoughts  on  Believers'  I- apt.  p.  15.  See,  alfo,  Gil  lard's 
Probability  of  the  future  Jiate  of  irfants,  toho  die  in  infancfy  Jlated 
arid  confidtrtd.  The  Author,  who  is  an  Antipcedobaptift,  fays  of 
his  defign  ;  "  The  idea  purfued  in  this  Treatife  is,  the  probability 
«*  that  ALL  -who  die  in  a  ftate  of  infancy,  are  cWcd  and  therc- 
"   fore  certainly  faved."     p,  9. 

•\  Paedob,  Exam*  p.  3  51, 
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"  general,  without  any  reftriclion,  in  reference  to 
"  carnal  defcent."  They  alfo  unite  in  fuppofing^ 
the  falvation  of  all  fuch  as  die  in  their  infan- 
cy,'^ Yet,  if  Mr.  Rutherford's  opinion  be 
admitted,  — "  that  there  is  not  one  word^  either 
"  in  the  Old  or  New  Teftament,  from  which 
"  the  final  flate  of  thofe  who  die  in  infancy  can 
"  be  INFERRED*'  —  the  above  conceffions  (for  io 
I  may  call  them)  come  from  Antipoedobaptifts 
with  a  very  ill  grace.  However,  tho'  I  cannot 
admit  of  Mr.  Rutherford's  premifes,  I  can  eafily 
fall  in  with  the  general  conclufion,  for  reafons 
that  need  not  be  here  produced,  (  See  §  6.  ) 
But  tho'  our  opponents  be  thus  unanimous  in 
allowing  children,  dying  in  their  infancy,  a  place 
in  the  church  ahove^  they  are  not  lefs  fo  in 
denying  them  a  place  in  the  church  below  \  for 
were  they  to  grant  them  the  latter  privilege, 
tlieir  obligation  to  baptize  them,  as  belonging  to, 
or  members  of,  the  church  of  Chrift,  could  not 
be  difputed.     Here  I  would  afk  our  opponents, 

§  42.  Can  they  coolly  and  impartially  believe, 
that  thofe  very  children  whom  Chrift  aSlually 
blcjjed^  to  the  joy  of  their  parents,  and  the  in- 
ftru(5^ion  of  his  miniftring  fervants,  were  not 
7ne?nbers  of  the  gofpel  church,  in  the  fame  fcnfe 
as  their  parents  or  any  other  difciples  were,  at 
leaft  AFTER  this  benedidion*? 

O  6  As 

*  **  Certe  ron  luforium  nee  inane  fymbolum  erat  manuom  im- 
*'  pofitio,  nee  fruftra  preces  )n  aerem  Chiiftus  cffudit ;  folenniter 
"  autem   offcire    Deo    non    potuit   quin    puritate    donarct.      Quid 

••  ver« 


300  Of  the  proper  Ch.  3. 

As  Jew^,  they  were  members  of  the  church 
of  God,  as  well  as  their  parents.  But  when  a 
Jew  believed  Jefus  to  be  the  Meffiah,  and  profefled 
attachment  to  him,  was  he  required  to  renounce 
his  former  religion,  in  like  manner  as  a  heathen 
was  required  to  renounce  his  ?  Or,  was  there  any 
thing  whatever  required  of  a  Jew,  but  to  belicvs 
what  Chrift  taught^  and  to  ohferve  what  he  com^ 
manded?  But  believing  what  he  taught,  and  ob- 
ferving  what  he  commanded,  no  way  interfered 
with  the  continued  and  uninterrupted  church- 
memberfhip  of  his  children.  Nay,  his  own 
church- memberfhip  was  not  changed  but  improv- 
ed by  confeffing  Chrift.  Therefore,  for  fuch  a 
parent  to  treat  his  children  as  difpojfejjed  of  their 
church-memberfhip,  when  he  himfelf  was  not, 
and  without  any  pretence  of  neceffity  from  any 
thing  which  Chrift  taught  or  commanded,  muft 
be  evidently  unjuftifiable.  Confequently,  in  pro- 
portion as  thefe  parents  judged  and  adled  agree- 
ably to  truths  they  muft  have  conduced  them- 
ielves  towards  their  children,  as  a^ual  members 
of  the  church  of  God. 

But   fince  it   appears   that  not  only   the  lefs 
inftruded  among  the  Jews,  but  our  Lord's  dif- 

ciples 

**  vero  illis  precatus  eft,  nifi  ut  reciperentur  inter  Dei  flios? 
**  Unde  fequitur  regenitos  Spiritu  fuifle  in  fpem  falutis.  Ipfe 
**  denique  am  plexus  teftis  fuit  cenferi  ipfos  a  Chrifto  in  fuo  grege^ 
•*  Qn^od  fi  donorom  fpiritualium  quae  figurat  baptifmus,  compotes 
**  fuerunt,  exterro  figno  privari  abfiirdum  eft.  Sacrilega  vero  au- 
<«  dacia  eft,  abigere  procul  ab  cvili  Chrifii  quos  ipfe  in  fmu  fuQ 
"  fovet,  &  quafi  extraneos  daufa  janua  rejicerc  ^uos  proliiberi 
♦*  iion  vult."     Calv.  ifi  Matt,  xix,   14, 
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ciples  who  conftantly  attended  him,  formed  very 
wrong  conceptions  of  the  nature  of  the  Meffiah's 
kingdom,  which  they  called  the  kingdoin  of  heaven^ 
(See  Mat.  xviii.  i — 4.)  what  can  be  more  na- 
tural than  to  confider  our  Lord's  declaration  in 
the  text,  as  a  dire6l  anfwer  to  fuch  a  miftake? 
Why  fhould  we  not,  therefore,  interpret,  "  the 
*'  kingdom  of  heaven,"  of  the  Meffiah's  king- 
dom? In  the  laft  mentioned  text,  the  difciples, 
labouring  under  this  common  prejudice,  inquire 
of  their  Lord,  "  Who  fliould  be  greateft  in  the 
"  kingdom  of  heaven  r"'  His  anfwer  to  their  quef- 
tion  was,  by  an  adion  fmiilar  to  that  we  are 
confidering;  and  (except  we  fuppofe  the  anfwer 
foreign  to  the  queftion)  in  the  former  inftance, 
the  requifition  for  memberftiip  in  the  gofpel  church, 
or  for  fubje6ts  in  the  Meffiah's  kingdom,  was  — 
conformity  to  a  little  child,  which  he  propofed  to 
them  as  a  model;  in  the  latter^  he  feems  to  cut 
off  all  occafion  of  the  abfurdity  of  confining  his 
docSlrine  to  the  cafe  of  adults,  whofe  excellency 
confilled  in  likenefs  to  infants,  to  the  exclufion 
of  infants  themfelves.  Therefore,  the  kingdom  of 
heaven^  i.  e.  the  gofpel  churchy  is  made  up,  as  to 
the  true  charader  of  its'  fubje6i:s,  not  only  of 
thofe  who .  are  like  little  children,  but  of  little 
children  the?nfehes,  ^  Not  only  fuch  adults  as 
refemble  thefe,  but  theje^  and  fuch  as  thefe^  in  the 
ftrideft  fenfe,  belong  to  my  kingdom  now  about 
to  be  eftablifhed. 

To    this   Dr.    S.  objeds :      "  That  he  means 

*'  the   world   of  glory^    and  not  his   kingdom  on 

"  earth,    appears    plain  to  me  from    the    words 

•  "  immediately 


302  Of  the  proper  Ch,  y 

"  immediately  following,  as  reported  by  Luke, 
''  Whofoever  Jhall  not  receive  the  kingdom  of  God 
''  as  a  little  child^  Jhall  in  no  wife  enter  therein^ 
"  that  is,  Whofoever  fhall  not  receive  the  gofpel 
''  with  the  fimplicity  and  teachablenefs  {teach- 
"  ablenefsl'^l  of  a  little  child,  he  (hall  in  no  wife 
"  enter  into  the  world  of  glory  —  not  furely  he 
"  fhall  in  no  wife  enter  into  the  vifible  church, 
"  for  into  that  fome  of  the  vileft  hypocrites  have 
"  entered  f."  If  this  be  a  juft  account  of_the 
pre-reqitifites  for  glory,  what  becomes  of  infants, 
who  do  not  receive  the  gofpel  at  all  ?  Our  re- 
fpedlable  author  feems  to  forget,  that  fimplicity  and 
teachablenefs  are  not  iiniverfally  neceffary  for  en- 
trance into  the  kingdom  of  glory,  which  he  muft 
allow  in  granting  the  falvation  of  dying  infants. 
PafTmgby  this,  let  us  attend  to  his  main  argument : 
"  Not  the  vifible  church,  for  into  that  fome  of 
"  the  vileft  hypocrites  have  entered."  But  if  this 
proves  any  thing,  I  fear  it  will  prove  too  mAich. 
On  other  occafions  we  are  told,  "  He  that 
forfaketh  not  all  to  follow  Chrift,  —  and  hateth 
not  father  and  mother,  he.  for  his  fake,  can- 
not be  his  (iifciple^  i.  e.  cannot  be  a  fiwjeSf  rf 
his  kingdom.^'  But  who  fees  not  that  in  fuch 
paiTages  we  are  to  underftand  the  term  difciplc^ 
not  as  implying  mere  prcfejfion^  but  the  poffef- 
fwn  alfo   of  what    is   profefTed?    In  like   manner, 

entering 

**  *   When  Mr. makes  their  dodhhncfi  the  thing  intended  by 

**  Chrift,  he  forgot  that  he  judged  them  uncapable  of  being  difeifles, 
♦•  Why  may  not  thofe  he  difc'p/es,  who  are  not  only  docible,  but 
**  exemplary  for  their  teachablenefs?"  Baxter's  Plain  Script. 
Proof,  p,    105* 

\  Anfwcr  to  Dr.  A,  p.  65. 
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entering  info  the  kingdom  of  heaven^  or  the  church 
of  Chrift,  is  twofold;  either  into  the  nwnher  of 
fubjedts  externally^  or  into  the  real  fpi ritual  hap- 
pinefs  it  exhibits.  And  in  this  view  the  impartial 
Dr.  Doddridge  paraphrafes  the  palTage  in  quef- 
tion,  Mark  x.  15.  and  Luke  xviii.  17.  "  Wjo- 
"  foever  Jhall  not  be  willing  to  receive  the  kingdom 
"  of  God^  or  the  gospel  dispensation  and  the 
*'  HAPPINESS  IT  PROMISES,  as  a  little  child^ 
"  diverting  himfelf  of  thofe  prejudices,  and  thofe 
"  fecular  views  which  men  contract  in  their  riper 
"  years  —  he  Jhall  not  in  any  wife^  or  on  any 
*'  terms,  enter  into  it,  be  his  genius  ever  fo  fub- 
*'  lime,  or  his  circumftances  in  life  ever  fo  confi- 
"  derablef.'*  This  I  believe  is  a  plain,  natural 
and  confident  interpretation  of  the  text ;  and 
avoids  fve  great  inconveniences  with  which  the 
other  appears  clogged. 

( 1 )  The  confined  fenfe  of  the  words,  for  which 
our  opponents  contend,  referring  them  exclufively 
to  the  world  of  glory,  labours  under  this  incon- 
venience, viz.  That  then  they  are  not  fo  direH 
and  full  an  anfwer  to  the  reigning  prejudice  of  the 
perfons  addreffed,  particularly  the  difciples,  whofe 
wrong  views  of  the  Meffiah's  kingdom  are  here, 
it  feems,  intentionally  redlified.   ( See    Matt,  xviii. 

1-4.) 

( 2 )  It  labours  under  another  difadvantage,  viz. 
It  virtually  renounces  that  well  known  fcriptural 
diftindlion  of  a  twofold  entering  into  the  kingdom 
of  Chrift ;  into  its  external  privileges,  and  its  ///- 
ternal  blejfings :  as  if  thefe  words,    "  Whofoever 

fhalJ 

«  -J-  Family  Expof.  vol.  ii.   Se£l,    136, 
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ihall  not  receive  the  kingdom  of  God  as  a  little 
child,  (hall  in  no  wife  enter  therein,"  muft  needs 
refer  either  to  a  mere  external  relation  to  Chrift 
and  his  people,  or  to  heavenly  glory.  Whereas 
it  is  equally  true,  that  the  worldly  minded  mifer, 
or  the  felf-righteous  pharifee,  can  not  enter  into 
the  happinefs  of  the  gofpel  difpenfation,  as  that 
they  can  not  enter  into  glory, 

( 3 )  It  feems  to  deny,  that  the  Jiate  of  grace 
as  well  as  the  fate  of  glory^  may  be  called  the  king- 
dom of  heaven.  Nothing  is  more  evident,  or  more 
univerfally  acknowledged,  than  that  the  gofpel  dif- 
penfation, in  its  external  afpe6i:,  ~  is  fo  called.  Nor 
is  it  much  Icfs  evident,  that  the  fpiritnal  ceconomy 
of  the  gofpel  is  fo  denominated  in  the  following 
places.  Matt,  iii.  2.  iv.  17.  x.  7.  xii.  28.  xvi. 
28.  &c.  &c.t 

(  4  )  It  excludes  thefe  very  infants  from  prfnt 
interefl  in  the  blefling  pronounced  concerning 
them.  Is  it  fuppofeable  that  they  have  no  real 
privilege  either  confirmed  or  conferred  ?  Was 
our  Lord's  laying  his  hands  on  them,  and  reprov- 
ing his  difciples  for  their  fakes,  expreffive  of  no 
favour  towards  them,  but  a  mere  empty  fign  ? 
But  if  this  wonderful  condefcenfion  and  loving 
regard  to  them  was  attended  with  any  benefit  to« 
them,  are  we  at  liberty  to  fix  on  any  which  fancy 
didates,  to  the  exclufion  of  what  the  words  plainly 
cxprefs  ?  Of  fuch  is  the  khigdom  of  heaven.  The 
benefit  here  pronounced  on  them,  ( if  at  all  here 
included,    which   cannot    reafonably     be   denied, 

as 

\  For  a    large    collc^ion    cf   fuch    paHa^es,    fee  Whitet    ©h 
Matt,  iii.  2. 
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as  before  (hewn )  was  a  prefent  benefit,  wliether 
now  conferred  or  only  aflbrted  and  confirmed. 
And  to  deny  this  will  be  attended  with  another 
inconvenience,  viz. 

(  5 )  If  they  were  at  all  included,  it  mull  either 
make  the  plaineft  language  of  the  time  prefent 
refer  to  time  future ;  or,  convert  the  declaration, 
"  of  fuch  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,"  into  a  pro- 
phecy concerning  their  eternal  ftate  —  both  which 
will  be  thought  fufficiently  improbable ;  and  the 
more  fo,  when  we  reflect,  that  there  is  not  the 
lead  neceffity  of  running  into  fuch  extremes.—- 
I  would  again  inquire, 

§  43.  FIave   we  any  ground  to  fuppofe,    that 
our  Lord  would  have   denied   the  privilege  here 
expreffed,    to  any  other   infants  or  little  children, 
had   they  been   brought    to    hira  ?    Was  not  his 
declaration,    "  of   fuch,"  abundantly  encouraging 
on  behalf  of  any  fuch  that  fliould  be  brought  to 
him  ?  Or  mull:   we  interpret  what  is  exprefTed  in 
terms   fo  general^    as  exclufive  of    all  the   infants 
and  little  children  in  the  world  ?      Strange  inter- 
pretation !     For,    then,    wliat   encouragement    or 
even   propriety    can    there    be   in    the    preceding 
gracious  declaration,  "  Suffer  them  to  come  unto 
me,  and  forbid  them    not  ?"  Hov/  could  this  be 
founded  on    the  general    doclrine,    "  Of  fuch  is 
the  kingdom   of  heaven  ?    Or    mufl  we  fay,    in 
compliance  with  our   opponents'  interpretation,  — 
"  Such  as    DIE   in     their  infancy  go    to    glory, 
THEREFORE     let   thcfe   which  are     alive,    and 
SUCH  as  thefe^  be  brought  unto  me  1" 

Again 
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Again  :  Seeing  what  was  done  to  thefe  children 
was  not  of  a  miraculous  nature,  have  we  any 
authority  to  aflert,  that  parents  in  the  prefent  day 
are  debarred  from  every  privilege  tantamount  to 
this  with  refpecl  to  their  children  ?  Yet,  onAn- 
tipcedobaptift  principles,  vv^hich  deny  their  church- 
memberfhip  and  baptifm,  this  is  the  cafe  I  For, 
according  to  them,  we  cannot  conclude,  that 
"  theirs  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,"  but  on  fup- 
pofition  of  their  dying.  But  our  Lord's  gracious 
mandate,  "  Suffer  them,  &c."  was  not  that  they 
may  partake  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  but  he- 
caiije  of  thefe,  and  fuch  as  thefe,  is  the  kingdom 
of  heaven. 

Moreover  :  How  can  parents  bring  their 
children  to  Chrifl:,  in  the  Antipoedobaptift  fenfe 
of  bringing  them,  hccaufe  theirs  is  the  kingdom 
of  heaven  ?  Or  were  it  further  granted,  that  our 
Lord  meant,  heaven  above  was  in  a  great  mea- 
fure  peopled  with  fuch  infants,  therefore  thefe 
were  welcome;  will  it  not  fl ill  follow,  that  ours 
are  welcome  in  the  fame  fenfe  and  for  the  fame 
reafon  ?  And  if  bringing  thern  to  him  be  followed 
with  no  church  privilege,  if  no  poffible  difpofition 
or  condu6l  of  a  parent  be  attended  with  prefent 
advantage,  and  if  the  children  of  heathens  (as  my 
opponents  hold)  be  equally  admitted  to  heaven 
with  thofe  of  believers,  dying  in  their  infancy,— 
what  polTible  advantage  can  there  be  to  our  off- 
fpring,  or  encouragement  to  ourfelves,  from  thefe 
words  of  our  Lord  ? 

Once  more;  if  parents  or  minifters  may  now 

lawfully 
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lawfully,  in  the  language  of  Mr.  B.  "  give  up 
INFANTS  TO  God  by  folemn  prayer,"  becaufe 
there  are  infants  in  glory,  it  ftill  follows  — that 
we  may  lawfully  give  up  infants  to  the  church  of 
God,  becaufe  there  are  fuch  in  glory.  For  to 
hold,  that  they  may  be  given  up  to  God  with  the 
view  of  their  obtaining  the  grace  of  the  covenant, 
and  yet  debarred  from  the  means  of  the  covenant, 
without  any  perfonal  forfeiture,  is  abfurd.  Nor 
can  it  be  maintained,  with  any  lliew  of  reafon, 
that  our  Lord's  words,  "  Suffer  them  to  come, 
and  forbid  them  not,"  are  the  fame  in  meaning 
as  — "  Do  not  hinder  parents  to  pray  for  their 
children  ;"  for  this  neither  the  difciples  nor  any 
other  perfon  who  would  permit  a  parent  to  pray 
at  all,  w^ould  once  think  to  forbid. 

But  fuppofmg,  for  argument  fake,  fo  unnatural 
and  forced  an  interpretation  were  allowed,  which 
grounds  the  reproof  of  the  difciples,  and  the  en- 
couragement of  parents  to  bring  living  infants  to 
him,  on   the  happinefs  of  the  dyings  and  of  theirs 

if  they  die  while   infants ftill,  1  fay,  if  I  am 

not  greatly  miftaken,  we  ought  to  regard  infants 
as  parts  of  the  vifible  church.  For,  if  Mr.  Tow- 
good's  calculation  be  juft,  viz.  That  "  from  the 
exacStefl:  obfervations,  it  appears,  that  of  thofe  who 
are  born  into  the  world,  fcarce  a  third  part  attain 
to  the  age  of  one  year  \:''  nay,  upon  a  more  mo- 
derate calculation,  if,  inftead  of  a  "  third  part,"  we 
fay  one  half  attain  to  the  age  of  two  years :  ■ 

there  is   not   a  new  born  infant  in  the  world,  our 

opponents 

X  Baptifm  of  Inf.  Reafon,  Serv,  p*  i. 
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opponents  being  judges,  but  of  that  it  may  be  faid 
— — it  7nore  probably  is  an  heir  of  glory  than  of 
woe.  And,  tho'  tlie  matter  were  not  quite  fo 
clear,  Mr.  Rutherford  candidly  obferves,  "  we 
''  fiiould  alv/ays  choofe  the  7710/}  charitable  fide." 
Hence  it  follows,  that  tho'  none  were  to  be  vifi- 
bly  brought  to  Chrift,  or  admitted  to  church- 
memberfhip,  but  thofe  whom  we  charitably  judge 
to  be  heirs  of  glory,  we  ought,-  on  the  concelTions 
of  our  opponents,  to  treat  our  new  born  infants 
as  thofe  who  are  vifibly  related  to  Chrift,  or 
church  members.  For  a  probable  viiible  relation 
to  the  kingdom  of  glory,  includes  a  certain  vifible 
relation  to  the  church  militant.  If  we  have  any 
charitable  probable  ground  of  judging—"  the  king- 
"  dom  of  heaven  belongs  to  fuch,  much  more  a 
"  Handing  as  members  in  the  vifible  church :  for 
"  what  is  it  to  be  a  member  of  the  church  vifible, 
"  but  to  be  one  that  in  feeming,  or  appearance, 
"  or  to  the  judgment  of  man,  doth  belong  to 
"  the  inviiible  church,  or  the  kingdom  of  hea- 
"  ven  ?  For  tha  church  is  but  one,  and  the  dif- 
"  ference  refpe6i:ive  —  Therefore,  both  vif/ble  and 
"  invinble,  both  military  and  triumphant,  are  called 
"  in  fcripture^  The  kingdom  of  heaven,  or  of  God. 
"  If  a  man  be  [but  probably  ]  knozvn^  or  any  fort 
'^  of  men,  to  belong  to  the  church  invifible,  then 
*'  tliey  vifibly  belong  to  it ;  and  then  they  are  vifible 
"  members  of  the  church.  So  that  this  proof 
"^  [  founded  on  our  opponents'  conceflions  ||  j  is 
^^  more  full  for  infants'  church-memberfhip,  than 

"if 

I   Sec  §  41 . 
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"  if  it  had  been  faid,  They  may  be  vifible  church 
"  members :  for  it  faith  much  more  of  them, 
"  which  includeth  that  *." 

Besides  :  have  our  an.agonifts  any  thing  more 
than  probability  to  influence  their  determinations 
with  refpevft  to  adults  ?  Infallibility^  we  know, 
they  difclaim  5  and  a  medium  between  both,  will 
not  be  pretended.  Now  if  a  vifible  probabihty 
of  relation  to  the  kingdom  of  glory  be,  according 
to  our  Lord,  a  reafon  of  a  vifible  accefs  to  him; 
and  if  he  fays  "  of  fuch"  ( underftanding  thereby 
with  our  oppofers,  the  fpecies  of  infants  dying  in 
their  infancy )  "  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven,"  or 
heavenly  glory  ;  it  follows,  that  we  have  Tijlronger 
reafon  for  concluding  that  any  child  whatever  be- 
longs to  the  vifible  church,  than  any  can  have 
refpeding  any  adult.  In  the  latter  we  may  be 
deceived,  in  the  former  we  cannot.  The  premifes 
duly  weighed,  v/e  dare  not  hefitate  to  conclude, 
—  that  the  balance  evidently  turns  in  favour  of 
Pcedobaptifm. 

Should  any  objedl,  that  to  acknowledge  the 
church -membership  of  infants  would  not  amount 
to  a  conceffion  to  juftify  Poedobaptilm  ; — I  an- 
fwer,  If  baptifm  be  the  only  regular  Vv'ay  and  man- 
ner of  folemn  admifTion  into  the  gofpel  church 
(as  the  learned  Mr.  Tombes  allows f,  and  if  I 
miftake  not  the  generality,  of  Antipoedobaptifls) ; 
it  will  be  time  enough  to  prove  the  certain  con-^ 
ne^ion  between  church- memberihip  and  baptifm, 
when  our  opponents  enter  their  proteft  againft  it. 

Before 

•  See  Baxter's  Plain  Script.  Proof,  p,  105, 
f  Apology,   p,  54.  See  Baxt.  Plain  Script.   Proof,  p,  24. 
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Before  I  dlfmifs  this  branch  of  our  fubjed, 
the  length  of  which  has  been  occafioned  by  the 
fubtle  evafions  of  our  adverfaries,  I  would  pre- 
fent  the  reader  with  the  following  words  of  Mr. 
Richard  Baxter:  "  Doth  Chrift  take  them 
"  [  infants  ]  in  his  arms^  and  would  he  have  them 
"  all  put  out  of  his  vifihle  church  ?  Would  he  have 
"us  receive  them  in  his  name^  and  yet  not  receive 
"  them  into  his  church,  nor  as  his  difciples?  How 
"  can  infants  be  received  in  ChriiVs  name,  if  they 
"  belong  not  vifibly  to  him  and  his  church  ?  Nay, 
"  doth  Chrift  account  it  a  receiving  of  himfelf, 
"  and  fnall  1  then  refufe  to  receive  them,  or  ac- 
"  knowledge  them,  the  fubje61s  of  his  vifible  king- 
"  dom  ?—  For  my  part,  feeing  — Chrift  hath  given 
*^'  me  fo  full  a  difcovery  of  his  will  in  this  point, 
"  I  will  boldly  adventure  to  follow  his  rule,  and 
•*  had  rather  anfwer  him,  upon  his  own  encou- 
"  ragement,  for  admitting  a  hundred  in- 
"  FANTS  into  his  church,  than  anfwer  for  keep- 
"  iNG  OUT  OF  one  |j.'*  "  I  dcfirc  any  tender 
"  confcienced  chriftian,  that  is  in  doubt,  whether 
"  infants  ftiould  be  admitted  members  of  the  vifible 
"  church,  and  would  fain  know  what  is  the  plea- 
"  fure  of  Chrift  in  this  thing,  to  —  bethink  himfelf, 
"  Whether  it  be  more  likely  that  it  will  pleafe 
"  Chriji  better  to  bring,  or  folemnly  admit,  in- 
"  fants  into  the  church,  or  to  fhut  them  out  ? 
"  And  whether  thefe  words  of  Chrift,  fo  plain  and 
^'  earneft,  will  not  be  a  better  plea  at  judgment  for 
"  our  admitting  infants,  than  any  that  ever  they 
"  [  Antipccdobaptifts]    brought,  will  be   to  them 

"  for 

|]   Plain  Script,  Proof,  p.    103. 
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"  for  refufing'  them*  ?"  "  1  blefs  the  Lord  Jefiis, 
"  the  King  of  the  church,  for  having  fo  great  a 
"  tendeniefs  to  the  infants  themfelves,  and  fo  great 
"  a  care  of  the  information  of  his  church  con- 
"  cerning  his  will,  as  to  fpeak  it  thus  plainly^  that 
"  plain  meaning  men  may  well  fee  his  mind : 
"  even  as  if  he  had  therefore  done  this  becaufe 
"  he  forefaw,  that  in  thefe  latter  days  fome  would 
"  arife  that  would  renc%v  the  difciples'  jn'iftake  in 
"  this   point  :{:•" 

§  44.  Having,  as  propofed,  (§  31.)  confi- 
dered  our  Lord's  confirming  and  decifive  fentencs 
concerning  the  church  privileges  of  infants ;  we 
proceed  to  confider  more  briefly,  the  fame  thing 
implied  in  what  he  fays  of  Ifrael  and  certain 
towns  and  cities,  through  the  whole  courfe  of  his 
miniftry. 

I.  It  is  well  known,  that  the  miffion  and  ml- 
niftry  of  Chrift  were  primarily  intended  for  the 
ufe  of  the  Jews,  Matt,  xv,  24.  with  which  coin- 
cides his  cpmmilTion  to  the  feventy.  Matt.  x.  6. 
Now  if  our  Lord  by  his  miniflry  addreiled  Ifrael 
as  a  hody  of  people^  even  as  they  were  wont  to  be 
addreffed  by  the  former  prophets ;  and  the  fame 
was  given,  in  commiiTion  to  the  feventy  difciples, 
that  they  Should  "  go  to  the  loji  Jheep  of  the  houfe 
of  Ifrael^  preaching,  and  faying,  "  the  kingdom^ 
of  heaven  is  at  hand"— -it  follows,  that  their 
naiioyial  converfton  was  propofed,  and  but  for  their 
unbelief,  and   general    rejedion    of   the    MeiHah, 

would 

*  Ibid.   p.   io6« 
X    IbiJ.  p.  it:7.  —  See  aifo  Dr,  Doddridge's   excellent  laiptove- 
ment  of  tlie  facicd    ftory,  Fitin,    Expof.   St€t.    136. 
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would  have  been  efFe£ted.  Therefore,  it  was 
ceconomically  and  minifcerially  intended  that  the 
Jewilh  infants  fhould  be  among  the  converted,  or 
fubje6ts  oPthe  Meffiah's  kingdom.  Confequent- 
ly,  it  would  be  abfurd  to  fuppofe,  that  thofe  who 
did  receive  him  were  not  favoured  in  regard  to 
their  children,  as  they  would  have  been  on  the 
general  converfion  of  their  countrj^men,  except 
obliged  thereto  by  a  revealed  fa61:.  But  no  fuch 
revealed  fa6l  exifts.  Hence  we  conclude,  that 
the  infants  and  dependents  of  converted  Jews 
were  de  jure  members  of  the  gofpel  church,  and, 
for  aught  appears  to  the  contrary,  de  fa^o  like- 
wife. 

2.  The  fame  thing  is  implied  in  our  Lord's 
inftru6Ticns  to  his  difciples  Luke  x.  5  — 15.  They 
were  inflrucled  to  direct  their  meflage  to  families 
and  cities',  the  family  was  bleffed,  profelytcd  or 
difcipled  if  thefon  of  peace  was  there  ;  and  in  pro- 
porrion  as  a  city  gave  reception  to  them  and  their 
meffage,  it  was  difcipled  in  like  manner.  But 
if  they  and  their  meflage  were  defpifed  and  re- 
je61ed,  an  awful  curfe  was  denounced.  The  threat- 
ened woe  was  levelled  againft  the  inhabitants  of  a 
place,  coUcffi^ueJy  j  in  which  the  parents  and  chil- 
dren fhared  alike,  at  Icaft  externally ;  which  im- 
plies,  that  the  contrary  bleflings  would  have  been 
fhared  in  common,  on  fuppofition  of  the  parents 
receiving  ihe  gofpel.  Now  it  appears,  that  what 
was  required  of  thefe  families  and  cities  for  the 
continuance  and  extenfion  of  their  religious  pri- 
vileges-, was  their  not  icje^ijig  the  gofpel  meflage  ; 

but 
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but  perfonally  to  repent  and  believe  in  fuch  a  fenfe 
as  is  peculiar  to  the  regenerate,  cannot  be  fup- 
pofed  to  be  that,  and  that  alone,  which  entitled 
whole  families  and  cities  to  difciplefhip  and  gof- 
pel  privileges. 

3.  What  our  Lord  fays  in  his  lamentation  over 
Jerufalem,  Luke  xiii.  34,  35.  and  chap.  xix.  41 
— 44.  and  Matt,  xxiii.  37,  38.  implies,  that, 
had  it  not  been  for  its  ingratitude  and  unbelief, 
in  that  general  fenfe  before  mentioned,  its  reli- 
gious privileges  would  have  been  continued,  con- 
firmed and  enlarged,  as  well  as  its  temporal  ca- 
lamities averted.  "  How  often  (fays  the  com- 
paflionate  Saviour)  would  I  have  gathered  thy 
children  together,  as  a  hen  doth  gather  her  brood 
under  her  wings,  and  ye  would  not  r"  Again, 
"  He  beheld  the  city,  and  wept  over  it,  faying, 
If  thou  hadft,  (or  Oh !  that  thou  hadft )  known, 
even  thou,  at  lead:  in  this  thy  day,  the  things 
which  belong  unto  thy  peace  !  but  now  they  are 

hid  from  thine  eyes because  thou  kneweft 

not  the  time  of  thy  vifitation."  Is  it  not  here 
i?nplied,  that  the  genuine  tendency  and  exprefs 
deiign  of  our  Lord's  miniftry  complied  with, 
would  have  prevented  their  awful  doom  ?  But 
what  was  that  doom  ?  Did  it  not  include  a  dif- 
folution,  not  merely  of  their  civil  polity  but  of 
their  religious  privileges  alfo  ?  And  did  not  theie 
include  the  church-Tnemherflnp  of  their  infant  chil- 
dren, which  we  have  feen  was  by  no  means  pe- 
culiar to  the  mofaic  difpenfation,  and  therefore 
P  would 
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would  not  have  been  abrogated  with  the  mofaic 
ritual  ? 

4.  The  fame  conclufion  is  evidently  inferable 
from  Matt.  xi.  20  —  24.  where  our  Lord  up^ 
braids  the  cities  wherein  mofl:  of  his  mighty  works 
were  done,  becaufe  they  repented  not ;  and  the 
kind  of  repentance  that  would  have  been  avail- 
able, for  the  purpofe  of  admiflion  into  the  gofpel 
difpenfation,  is  mentioned  ver.  21.  "  a  repenting 
in  fackcloth  and  afliesj"  in  the  fame  manner 
as  Nhieveh;  (compare  Matt.  xii.  41.)  From 
whence,  and  from  the  foregoing  paflages,  we 
infer, — —That  the  whole  tendency,  and  exprefs 
defign,  of  our  Lord's  miniftry  and  that  of  his 
difciples,  implied^  that  the  church-memberfliip 
and  religious  privileges  of  parents  were  to  be  ex- 
tended to  their  children  under  the  gofpel.  Con- 
fequently,  the  Antipcedobaptift  plan  of  evangeli- 
7Jng  and  difcipling  the  nations^  which  admits 
none  to  the  chriftian  church,  in  its  more  univer- 
fal  form,  but  on  perfonal  profeflion  of  what  is 
deemed  faving  faith  and  repentance,  differs  eflen- 
tially  from  that  of  Chrift  through  the  whole  courfe 
of  his  miniftry. — Should  it  be  faid,  that  vve  ought 
to  difdnguifh  between  the  averting  of  judgment 
from  a  people,  and  their  partaking  of  religious 
privileges  and  rites;  I  anfwer,  it  is  true  thefe  are 
difiingu'ijhahle^  but  it  is  equally  true,  that  no  fuch 
diftindion  can  be  of  any  real  fervice  to  the  An- 
tipcedobaptift caufe.  For,  being  Jewi/h  towns 
and  cities,  families  and  people  —  the  mode  of 
their  converfion    is   to  be  fought  from  their  own^ 

hiilor  y 
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hiftory,  and  the  former  revolutions  that  had  be^ 
fore  obtained  in  the  church  of  God;  except  a. 
different  manner  be  exprefsly  fpecified.  Whatever 
hypothefis  is  ereifled  in  defiance  of  this  funda- 
mental rule,  muft  be^  necefTarily  a  bafelefs  fabrick. 
Or,  we  m,ay  as  foon  contrive  an  even  balance  pof- 
feiTed  of  the  wonderful  property  of  outweighing 
fomething  with  nothing  !  as  to  contrive  a  rule  for 
excluding  infants  from  the  church  of  the  New 
Tefl:amentj  without  an  .exprefs  injunclion  for  lb 
doing. 

§  45.  In  confirmation  of  our  general  argu- 
ment, that  it  is  the  will  of  Christ  infants 
fhou'd  partake  of  all  their  parents'  privileges,  and 
confequently  that  of  baptifm,  v/e  next  appeal  ta 
that  capital  text,  Matt,  xxviii.  19.  Go  j'^,  there^ 
forcy  and  teach  all  nations^  baptizing  thcm^  and  fo 
on*.  "  The  whole  tenour  of  the  fucceeding 
P  2  "  books 

*  Mr,  Booth  fays,  this  '*  is  not  a  mere  aUuf.on  to  baptifm, 
nor  an  incidental  ufe  of  the  term,  — but  it  is  the  inftitution  of  that 
ordinance.'*  But  what  frcaf  does  he  offer  in  fupport  of  this  ader- 
tion  ?  Why,  "  It  is  the  firil  appointment  of  baptif.n  for  the  afc 
of  the  GenuUi\''  and  **  Jefus  Chrift,  on  this  occafion,  exprefsly 
claims  all  authority  in  hea-ven  and  on  eartb,'^  (Posdob,  Exam.  p» 
32Z.)  But  how  can  the  fail  of  its  being  now  firfi:  appointed  fur 
the  ufe  of  the  Gentihs,  difprove  its  being  before  appointed yo/-  the  ufe  of 
tbeyewt?  With  as  great  propriety  may  it  be  inferred,  that  Kccaufe 
in  this  commifTicn  we  have  the  firft  appointmeiit  of  preaching  ib: 
gcfpel  to  the  Gentiles,  therefore  the  gofpel  was  not  preached  before 
to  the  Jews! — Did  not  the  difciples  baptize  before  this  period  ?  And 
was  not  that  done  by  commijfion  from  Chrift  ?  Had  he  net  authority, 
divine  authority,  to  commiffion  ?  Or  was  it  now  his  kingly  omce 
commenced  ? — '*  He  plainly  appears  as  King  of  Zion,  and  Sa-v^reign 
tf  the  nvorld."  But  will  Mr.  B.  fay,  that  he  vas  not  fo  prior  to 
this  period  ?  If  nut,  how  doe«  this  fhew  that  baptifm  was  not  be- 
fore inftituted  ^ 
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"  books  of  the  New  Teftament  fhevvs,  that  Chrift 
*'  defigned  by  this  commifTion,  that  the  gofpel  fhould 
"  be  preached  to  all  nations  without  exception,  not 
"  only  to  the  Jews,  but  to  all  the  idolatrous 
'*  gentiles :  but  the  prejudices  of  the  Apoftles  led 
"  them  at  firll  to  mijiake  the  fenfe^  and  to  ima- 
"  gine,  that  it  referred  only  to  their  going  to 
"  preach  the  gofpel  to  the  Jews  among  all  nations, 
"  or  to  thofe  who  fliould  be  willing  to  become 
"Jews*."  "It  is,  I  believe,  generally  agreed, 
that  by  all  nations  ( vruvlx  ru  t^n, )  is  intended,  the 
Gentile  world  at  large,  together  with  the  Jewifli 
nation.  They  were  no  longer  to  confine  their  la- 
bours among  the  loft  (heep  of  Ifrael.  The  mid- 
dle wall  of  partition  being  taken  down,  their  com- 
mifllon  is  unlimited.  The  whole  habitable  globe 
is.  their  diocefe,  in  which  they  were  to  employ 
their  extraordinary  talents,  and  feraphic  zeal, 
without  any  official  fuperiority. 

In  our  inquiry  into  the  controverted  part  of  this 
important  paffage,  it  will  be  neceffary  to  premife, 
what  is  properly  the  point  contended  for  from 
thefe  words  ?  And  this  is  the  rather  necefTary,  on 
account  of  the  following  remarkable  declaration : 
"  Could  it  be  proved,  that  (A.a.^Y,riva-uTt^  fometimcs 
"  conveys  the  idea  of  making  difciples,  where 
'^  there  is  no  teaching ;  and  that  ^aTTTifoi-Ti?,  is 
"  occafionally  ufed  for  pouring  or  fprinkling,  where 
"  there  is  no  immerfion\  yet  the  difpute  between 
"  us  and  our  brethren  would  not  be  decided : 
*'  becaufe    this    queftion   would    ftill  remain    for 

"  difcuflion  ; 

*  DoDDi,  Fam,  Expof.  »'«  ki%     Note* 
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*'  difculllon  ;  Is  making  a  difciple  without  in- 
^^  Jlruci'ion^  in  the  one  cafe;  znd  powing  ox Jp? i?ik» 
"  ling^  in  the  other;  the  natural  and  pri- 
*'  mhRY  fignification  of  thofe  Greek  words*?" 
In  fettling  this  point,  if  we  wifh  not  to  confound, 
it  will  be  necefTary  to  di(lingui(h. —  Still  the  difptte 
would  not  be  decided',  becaufe  of  the  NATURAL  and 
VVLIM \KY  fignifcation.  Here  let  the  following 
things  be  confidered. 

1.  There  is  an  important  difference  between  a 
primary  philological  or  etymological,  and 
2.  pri//ui}y  LEGAL  fenfe  of  terms;  founded  on  this 
ground  —  7'hat  terms  acquire  different  accepta- 
tions according  to  the  pofitions  in  which  they 
ftand.  There  is  hardly  any  law,  facred  or  civil, 
but  may  furniLh  a  confirmation  of  this  neceiTary 
diftin61:ion  f. 

2.  It  follows,  that  a  term,  in  its  primary  legal 
fenfe,  may  have  one  acceptation ;  while,  in  its 
primary  philological  fenfe  it  occupies  another. 
And  this,  we  contend,  is  the  cafe  here,  even  on 
fuppofition  —  that  ixu^nrtvu  (  referring  the  other 
term  to   its  proper  place)  figniiies,  in   its  primary 

P  3  philological 

♦    Pffdob,  Exam,  p,    312, 

f  "  It  muft  be  obferved,  that  in  tranflating,  we  arc  not  to  render 
<«  word  (or  word,  but  fenfe  for  fenfcy  and  that  the  mo^  literal verjiont 
"  aje  not  always  the  vno^  faitbfuU  There  is  a  great  deal  of  diffcr- 
«'  ence  between  the  letter  and  the  literal  fenfe.  The  letttr  is  tlae 
**  wor^  explained  according  to  \\.s  etymology .  Thz  literal  fenfe  is  the 
<•  meaning  of  the  author,  which  is  frequently  quite  different  from 
«*  the  grammatical  fignification  of  the  words."  Biausobri  and 
L'Enf ant's  Introduftion  to  the  reading  of  the  Holy  Scripture!, 
a  p.  Bp.  Wation's  Colka.  of  Theol.  Trafti.  Vol,  iii.   p.  103, 
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philological  meaning,  and  in  certain  pofitions,  what 
Mr.  B.  contends  for. 

3.  Nothing  is  capable  of  fixing  the  exa<fl: 
hgijlative  forte  of  a  word  or  phrafe,  but  a  careful 
and  impartial  attention  to  circum fiances ;  and 
thefe  refer  either  to  the  Sovereign  or  the  fubject. 
For,  if  we  overlook  relations,  time,  place,  cuf- 
toms,  laws  already  in  force,  and  the  like,  what 
fuccefs  can  be  expe6led  in  aicertaining  the   fenfe  ? 

4.  That  muft  needs  be  the  mofl  natural dgni- 
fication,  which  refults  from  a  due  weighing  of  all 
circumflances.  Should  not  the  force  and  com- 
parative influence  of  terms  be  fought  in  connec- 
tion with  the  conftitution  and  genius,  and  efpe- 
cially  the  former  ilatutes  of  any  fiate  ?     And  is  not 

^his  rule  equally  applicable  to  that  kingdom  which 
is  not  of  this  v/orld  ? 

These  things  confidered,  then,  may  we  not  juftly 
expoftulate  — I-iow  was  it  polTible  for  the  difciples, — 
who  were  native  Jevv^s,  and  brought  up  in  the  bofom 
of  the  Jewifn  church,  receiving  inftrudlions  from  the 
MeiTiah  who  was  alike  circumftanced,  —  to  under- 
hand the  terms  employed  in  this  text,  in  any  other 
fenfe  than  that  which  includes  infants  with  their 
parents  ?  Woi.Id  they  underftand  their  commiffion 
in  a  fenie  to  which,  they  never  had  been  accuflomcd  ? 
take  words  capable  of  two  conflrudlions  in  that 
fenfe  which  excluded  infants  from  their  parents' 
privileges  ?  A  fenfe,  I  will  add,  they  never  heard 
of;  nay,  that  never  had  been  heard  of 
SINCE  the  world  BEGAN?  Or,  had  they  been 
previoufiy  verfed  in  our  opponents'  notions  about 

pofttive 
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pofitive  rites  ?  Thefe  we  have  feen,  and  feen  I 
think  demonftrated,  to  be  inconfiftent  with'^truth  i 
and  therefore,  may  boldly  affirm,  they  were  go- 
verned by  no  fuch  maxims.  Moreover  ;  could 
they  fo  eafily  forget,  in  the  interpretation  and  ex- 
ecution of  their  commiiTion,  their  Lord's  repeated 
declarations,  that  "  of  infants  was  the  kingdom 
of  heaven?"  Could  they  forget  his  being  greatly 
difpleafed  with  them,  for  their  not  paying  infants 
that  attention  which  was  their  due,  and  to  which 
culpable  negletSt  their  ambitious  and  erroneous 
vieVvs  of  the  gofpel  kingdom  had  betrayed  them  ? 
Had  they  not  jufl  reafon  ever  after  to  fear  adopt- 
ing any  fentiment  or  practice  which  would  exclude 
infants  from  a  viilble  accefs  to  their  Divine  Friend 
and  Saviour ;  by  whom  their  privileges,  as  vifiblc 
church -members,  had  been  fo  exprefsly  afferted 
and  confirmed  ?    (See  §  39  —  43.) 

"  Are  thefe  the  fenies  of  thofe  terms,  fays  Mr. 
B.  that  would  naturally  Jirjl  occur  to  the  mind 
of  a  wife  and  impartial  perfon,  on  reading  or 
hearing  this  law  of  baptifm  ?"  and  again;  "  each 
of  thefe  emphatical  words,  making  a  capital  figure 
in  the  heavenly  edi6l,  fhould  be  underftood  in  its 
mofl  plain,  and  common,  and  exprejfive  ftgmfication  : 
for,  as  to  any  ahfurdity  following  upon  it,  our 
opponents  pretend  none,  but  what  implies  a  beg- 
ging of  the  queftionf."  We  anfwer,  that  in 
connection  with  all  thofe  circumftances  of  leg:al 
interpretation  which  ought  to  be  taken  into  the 
account,  the  fenfe  which  includes  infants  with 
P  4  their 

f  Pcrdob.  Exam.  p.   izz. 
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their  parents,    in  this  phrafe •/xa9>5'Iit;^aTi  w«v1a 

ra  se*'/i  ^aTrliVovlj?    aVT8? is   not    Only   the    firjl 

that  would    occur   to   the  mind   of  the   difciples, 
but   we    maintain    that    there     is   the    "   higheft 
evidence"    the  Legiflator     did    intend  that    fenfe. 
Nay   further,     we   infift    that  it    is   "  highly  ab- 
furd"  to  interpret   them  otherwife  than  what  we 
contend  for,  and    that  without    *'  begging   of  the 
quefiion  difputed."     For,  is  it  to  "  beg  the  quef- 
tion,"  to  take    into  the  account  the  .circumftances 
of  iegiflation  ?  And  were   not  the   difciples  always 
accuftomed,  as  Jews  and  as  the  difciples  of  Jefus, 
to  reckon  infants  as  members  of   the    church  with 
their  parents,    in    every    preceding   difpenfation  ? 
Befides  \    on   fuppolition   that  our  Lord   intended, 
in   fo  many  words,    to  efiablifli  our   fenfe  of  the 
text,  how  could  it  be  more  properly  expreded,  or 
more  effectually  eftablidied  ?  And  though  defigned 
for  all    ages  and   nations,    that    does   not  hinder 
tlieir   being  adapted  to    the  circumftances  of   the 
perfons  firll   addreffed.       Upon    the    moft  equita- 
ble ground,   therefore,  it   would  be   abfurd  \.o  fup- 
pofc  the  difciples    underrtood  them   of  adults   only, 
71ns  being  the   cafe^  nothing  can  be  admilhble  in 
evidence  againfl:  Pcedobaptill  principles,  from   this 
or  any    other  text,    which  does    not    reje6t   and 
excommunicate   infants   in    the  mod  exprefs  and 
unequivocal    manner.       1    fay   excommunicate ;    for 
can  it  be  any  thing  ihort  of  this,  when  the  whole 
fpccies  of  infants  is  cut  off  from  the   church  mili- 
tant   at   one  blow  ?     Before  we  accede  to   fuch  a 
ftep,  is  it  not  proper  to  paufe  —  to  paufe  again  — 

and 
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and  to  inquire  with  holy  alarm; — On  what 
ground  are  they  excluded  from  the  church  oa 
earth,  who  are  confefledly  admitted  to  glory, 
dying  in  their  infant  ftate  ?  The  Jews  were  cut 
iff  for  unbeliif;  but  this  is  no  adequate  caufe  in 
the  cafe  of  infants  born  in  the  city  of  God.  Is 
the  fpecies  of  infants  7nore  wicked  now,  than  before 
and  after  the  deluge,  that  they  (hould  be  debar- 
red from  their  parents*  privileges  ?  Where  is  the 
broad  feal  of  heaven  to  ratify  that  abfolute  au- 
thority which  puts  an  end  to  all  ftrife?  I  muft 
ingenuoufly  confefs,  that,  with  all  the  light  Mr^ 
B.  has  thrown  upon  the  point,  I  can  difcover 
no  fuch  authority.  But  I  fee,  or  think  I  fee,  every 
part  of  the  divine  difpenfations,  and  the  whole 
of  the  facred  oracles,  perfecSlly  coniiflent  witli 
Poedobaptifm,  aad  delivering  a  verdi6t  not  a  little 
favourable  to  it. 

§  46.  But  Mr.  B.'s  moft  formidable  ob- 
je»£lion,  and  that  on  which  he  feems  to  lay  the 
principal  ftrefs,  is  ftill  behind.  Its  figure  is  that 
of  a  horned  diJemma.  *'  If  this  law  of  the 
"  Lord  have  any  regard  to  inftrudion,  as  a  pre- 
"  requifite  for  baptifm ;  that  inftruction  muft  be 
"  required,  either  of  all  or  only  of  fo?ne.  To 
"  affirm  the  latter^  there  is  not  the  leaft  ground 
*'  in  this  divine  canon ;  becaufe  it  makes  no  dif- 
"  tin£^ion  between  what  is.  required  of  fome,  and 

"what    is  demanded  of  others. It  remains, 

"  then,  that  all  muft  be  taught,  that  all  muft 
*'  become  difciples,  before  they  are  baptized*." 
This  does  not  appear  to  me  confequential  and. 
Iblid,  though  fubtil.  I  would,  therefore,  propofe. 
•  P  5  \Nhat 
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what,  to  my  apprehenfion,  feems  to  be  th« 
precife  meaning  of  our  Lord  in  the  text,  viz. 
That  gofpel  minifters  fhould  profefyte,  difcipk^  or 
teach^  and  baptize  all  proper  subjects  in  all 
nations,  introducing  them  thereby  into  the  gofpel 
kingdom,  and  exercifmg  their  commiflion  dif- 
cretionally,  pro  captu  ftngulorum  et  injlantium 
rerinn.  And  not  only  do  I  think  this  to  be  the 
genuine  intent  of  the  commiflion,  but  apprehend 
that,  by  fair  criticifm  and  argument,  it  is  /;;?- 
pojjible  to  fettle  the  meaning  of  the  text,  by  any 
other  interpretation  f.  For,  if  it  be  faid,  that  •rra^a, 
Tcc  s^vYi  muft  be  tzken  Jlrii^fy  and  without  any  fuch 
qualification— if  iJ.uUhva-oClz  be  underftood  in  that 
fenfe  of  profelyting  which  may  be  done  zvithout 
inftruSlion^  abfolutely  and  unconditionally  —  if  we 
fay  that  <ill  who  are  taught  may  be  baptized  with- 
out diftinclion — they  all  lie  equally  expofed  to 
exception,  uncertainty  and  error. 

But 

•f-  "It  feems  to  ire  (fays  the  judicious  Dr.  Guvsb),  that 
*«  ixa^vliva-urs  'ma,v\a.  Tex.  t^vr,,  Difciph  all  natiovi,  relates  to 
**  the  WMDLE  DESIGN  of  Chrift*s  coromi/fion  for  making  difci- 
'•  pies  to  him  j  and  that  ^aTrlj^ovlf?,  and  h^oicaovliq  avlei;, 
**  bapi^ing  and  tcQchtng  them,  are  mentioned,  as  farticular 
*«  BRANCHis  of  that  general  defign,  the  order  of  which  was  to  be 
*'  determined  by  the  cinumjiances  of  tbingi.  And  tbefc  indeed  made 
<*  it  necefiary,  that  in  dlfcipling  adult  Je^^s  and  Heathens,  they 
*<  ihould  be  taught  before  they  were  baptized  j  but  other  circum- 
**  ftances,  in  the  fettled  ftate  of  the  gofpel  kingdom,  make  it  as 
**  tiecejjaiyt  that  in  difcipling  the  children  of  believers  [i,  c.  of 
"  Chriftians]  they  fhould  It  frfi-  baptixed  and  aftej-iuards  taughty 
"  as  the.  CHILDREN  of  Jews,  and  of  profelytes  to  their  religion, 
**  were  jirfi  cinumcifed,  and  when  they  grew  up  were  infirudtcd 
•«  in  the  faith  of  the  God  of  IJratU"'  Note   in  /cf. 
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But  here  it  is  obfervable,  that  what  Mr.  B. 
cites  as  concejjlons  from  Hoornbeckius,  Ridge- 
ley,  Calvin,  Poole,  Beckmanus,  Barrow, 
Mastricht,  Burnet,  Whitby,  Venema, 
&c.  who  were  profefled  Paedobaptlfts,  (hould  be 
underftood  in  the  fenfe  juft  propofed;  and  what 
tliofe  pafTages  fairly  imply  is — that  it  would  be 
an  abufe  of  the  term  /xaG/3T£y<ra7e  to  plead  from 
it  the  mode  of  difcipling  which  the  church  of 
Rome  has  fometimes  adopted,  to  the  difgrace 
of  the  chriftlan  religion.  It  is  extremely  impro- 
bable, nay  highly  uncharitable  to  fuppofe,  that 
thefe  eminent  characters  fhould  be  capable  of  fo 
glaring  a  contradiction,  as  to  hold  any  fenfe  of 
the  word  fcafiy^eyw  incompatible  with  infant  difci- 
plefhip  and  baptifm.  However  that  be,  my  bu- 
fmefs  is  not  to  vindicate  characters,  but  to  in- 
veftigate  truth.— In  faCt,  the  text  is  capable  of 
abufe  in  two  oppofite  extremes:  the  one  ftrains 
them  into  a  fenfe  too  general-,  the  other  into  a 
fenfe  too  particular^  or  unreafonably  contracted. 
But  if  repentance  and  faith  be  required  only 
of  adults,  as  conditions,  yJw^  qua  noriy  oi  fahationi 
for  the  very  fame  reafon  —  teaching  is  required 
only  of  adults,  as  a  condition,  Jine  qua  7ion^  of 
baptifm.  Here  the  hackneyed  diftinCtion  between 
the  different  kinds  of  evidence  required  in  moral 
duties  and  pofitive  rites,  is  ufelefs.  For,  is  it 
not  an  aCt  equally  fovereign,  to  prefcribe  the 
conditions  of  falvation  and  the  qualifications  for 
baptifm?  And  is  not  the  former  as  much  in- 
cluded in  Mr,  B.'s  definition  of  pofitive  abfolute 
P  6t  authority 
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authority  as  the  latter  can  be?  Befides,  are  not 
thefe  qualifications  for  falvation  and  baptifm, 
rcfpectively,  delivered  in  the  fame  commiffion  ?  It 
follows,  therefore,  inevitably,  that  if  this  com- 
miffion (fee  Mark  xvi.  15,  16.)  excludes  infants 
from  baptifm,  it  muft  on  the  fame  principle 
exclude  them  from  falvation  and  glory,  contrary 
to  our  opponents*  declarations.  Nor  will  it  ever 
be  in  their  power,  I  fcruple  not  to  affirm  it,  ta 
prove  the  greater  probability  of  dying  infants' 
falvation  than  their  perdition,  without  at  the 
fame  time  furnifhing  us  with  premifes  from 
which  we  may  fairly  conclude  they  may  be 
baptized  while  living.  For  if  It  be  faid,  that 
their  fahati-on  may  be  gathered  from  other  con- 
fiderations;  fo  may  the  duty  of  parents  and 
minifters  to  baptize  them.  But  this  I  hope  has 
been  fufficiently  eftablifhed  before. 

"  Here    one  can   hardly  forbear  to   remark,*' 
fays    Mr.  B.    "  in  what  oppofite   ways  this  capi- 
tal   text   is    interpreted,    to    make    it  agree  with 
diiferent   hypothcfes  f ."      True :    And  we  claim 
the    liberty,    in    turn,    to  clafs   his   interpretation 
among  thofe   which   are    fo  different  and  oppofite^. 
Or    can    he    fuppofe,    that    hh    hypothefis    muft 
needs  pafs  for  true,  becaufe  he  finds   a  difagree- 
ment  among   other    authors  ?     Were  this    mode 
of  arguing   admitted,  with  what   cafe  might    the 
Quakers  confute  the  Pcedobaptifts  and  Antipoedo- 
baptifts   alike ;   the  Papifis   our   Proteftant  princi- 
ples j  and  Deifts  our  common  chriflianity  1 

§  47-  ^T 
t  p.  31«. 
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§  47.  It  would  be  eafy  to  produce  a  long  lift  of 
eminent  authors,  ancient  and  modern,  who  ren- 
der the  word  /xaGjilsuuv,  by^  to  proselyte,  to 
DISCIPLE,  or  TO  MAKE  DISCIPLES,  as  well  as  by 
to  teach.  Let  the  few  following  fuffice.  Thus 
Leigh,  in  his  Critica  Sacra:  "  ^ix^riiiva-a.rt^  Go 
and  teach  all  nations ;  or  word  for  word  from  the 
Greek,  Go  make  them  disciples,  as  it  is 
expounded,  John  iv.  i,"  Bullinger  :  "  Dis- 
cipuLATE,  five,  facite  mihi  difcipulosf ."  Dutch 
Annotators  :  "  InftrudI:  all  the  natiol^Si  or 
MAKE  disciples  among  all  nations,  as  the 
word  is  alfo  taken,  A6ls  xiv,  21.  Mark  xvi. 
15."   Poole's  Continuators:    "  The  Greek  is, 

^aGr)1iy<r«Te,     MAKE   DISCIPLES    all    nationS."    DOD- 

dridge:  "  Go  forth  therefore  and  proselyte 
all  the  nations  of  the  earth  ||."  Turretine  "  Vox 
^aGr.ls'jEiv,  qua  Chriftus  utitur,  proprie  non  tam 
efl  docere  per  predicationem  quam  discipulos 
FACE  re,  quod  fit  etiam  adminiftratione  baptifmi, 
qui  eft  facramentum  initiationis,  &  primus  in 
fcclefiam  &  familiam  Chrifti  introitus  *."  Stoc- 
Kius :  "  Ma6»ilit;«,  Facio  discipulum.  Pro- 
prie   difcipulatum    innuit,     &      tranfitlve^    notans, 

DISCIPULUM  FACERE  §."     BezA  :     " /A»^'5l«yan'    hic 

non  neutropafTive  pro,  difcipulum  ejje^  fed  ai'iive 
accipitur;  q.  d.  discipulate."  Gataker  : 
^^  Difcipulos  facite,**     Lightfoot  :  "  Introducite 

per 

X  Crit,  Sacr.   ad   verb.         [j  Fam.  Expof.  vol.  ii.    §   202. 

*  Jnftit.  Theol.   Loc.  xix.  Qaeft.   xx,  §   ^, 

§  Clav.  Nov,  Teft,  in  voce* 
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per  baptlfmum,  ut  doceantur.  —  Errant  qui  hinc 
colligunt,  neceflario.  docendos  qui  baptizandi  funt. 
—  Dixit  ethnicus  ad  Hilelem,  profelytum  me  fac^ 
Id  me  docea^'^."  Hammond:  "  Mat.  xxviii.  19. 
— The  phrafe  which  is  there  ufed  in  the  origi- 
nal is  a  fingular  one,  not  duly  exprefled  by  our 

Cnglilll,  teach.  It  is  y.a,Qnlsva-ocTe,  MAKE  DISCI- 
PLES, or  receive  into  difciplejhip^  all  nations,  bap- 
tizing them  in  the  name,  &c.  making  this  form 
of  baptifm  their  ceremony  of  receiving  them. — 
John    iv.    I.   ftaOjjIa?  ttovii,   KUi  ^ocrrll^Bi,  is   all  one 

with     [xa.^Yilevcrxrs     ^aiflilovlf^.  —  LioacryQvltc  y     teachings 

follows  after  ^(tiflio-ovrt^,  baptizing :  all  that  are 
thus  brought  and  "received  ad  difcipulatiim^  to  be 
for  the  future  inllrudled,  and  inftituted  in  the 
chrillian  faith,  m.ay  furely  be  received  in  baptifm, 
the  ceremony  which  is  there  prefcribed  by  Chrift, 
with  which  to  receive  difciples  f."  Witsius: 
*'  Mat,  xxviii.  Go  ye^  therefore^  and  [xu^-nlevarxTt, 
DISCIPLE  all  nations,  baptizing  them,  &c.  There 
Chrift  commands  that  difciples  be  gathered  into 
his  fchool,  and,  as  perfons  in  covenant  with 
him,  fealed  with  the  feal  of  baptifm.  But  it  is 
evident,  that  when  parents  become  difciples  of 
Chrifl,  their  children  likewife  are  reckoned  in 
the  number  of  difciples.  Juft  as  among  the  Jews, 
together  with  the  profelyte  parents  their  infants 
were  initiated  in  the  Jewifh  rites.  It  was  need- 
\^{^  therefore  that  Chrift  (hould  make  exprefs 
mention  of  infants  as  the  fubje6ls  of  baptifm ||." 

To 

♦  PoLi  Synopf.  in  loc,         +  Six   Clerics,  Qner,    iv.  §  25, 
\  W1T8,  Ocron.  Feed.  Lib,  ir,  cap,  x»i.  §  41, 
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To  thefe  refpedlable  authorities  many  more 
might  be  added,  were  it  necefTary ;  in  whom  we 
find  iJiMivcj  is  exprefTive  of  fuch  difciplejhip  as 
includes  infants  and  young  children,  no  lefs  than 
adults;  and  confequently,  that  previous  teaching 
4S  by  no  means  ejpntlal  to  difciplefhip.  There- 
fore, the  word  muft  be  a  general  term^  which 
does  not,  nor  is  intended,  to  exprefs  the  fpedfic 
mode  of  difcipling.  The  manner  of  executing  the 
command  depends,  entirely  depends,  on  the  ca- 
pacities and  circumftances  of  the  perfons  to  be 
difcipled.  And  this  difcretionary  nature  of  the 
commifllon,  well  attended  to,  is  the  only  preven- 
tive againfl  •  abufes. 

Again;  if  infants  and  children  cannot  be 
difciples^  they  cannot  be  chrijllans^  for  thefe  terms 
are  convertible,  and  ufed  fynonymoufly  (A(Sts  xi, 
26») ;  and  if  not  chridians,  they  cannot  belpng 
to  Chrift;  but  there  are  many  fuch,  our  oppo- 
nents grant,  who  belong  to  Chrift  (fee  alfo  Mark 
ix.  41.  )j  therefore  infants  may  be  difdples^  ex- 
cept it  be  faid,  they  may  be  admitted  to  glory 
without  belonging  to  Chrift,  which  is  abfurd. 
And  if  fo,  they  may  be  difciples  without  human 
teaching,  in  the  New  Teftament  fenfe  of  dif- 
ciplefhip. 

Besides;  if  fruvla,  ra  £9»u  be  the  obje6t  of  the 
command,  ^Mnv^a.ri. ;  we  infifl  that  the  render- 
ing, DISCIPLE,  is  more  obvious  ^nd  natural,  than 
the  other,  ieacb.  For  difcipling,  in  the  fenfe  now 
explained,  may  naturally  and  ftncStly  belong  to 
a   nation,    to   all   the  nations,   but   not    teaching. 

Hence 
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Hence  we  further  argue— if  the  di/ciplmg  in  the 
text  be  fuch  as  may  comprehend  a  nation^  nay, 
all  the  nations y  as  it  certainly  is  (except  Chrill 
commands  an  impoflibility),  then  it  is  fuch  as 
cannot  agree  to  that  fpecilic  mode  of  difcipling 
which  is  eifecSled  by  teachings  exclufively.  For, 
on  Antipoedobaptift  principles,  what  tolerable 
propriety  can  there  be  in  making  all  nations  the 
objeds  of  difciplefhip !  According  to  them,  the 
term  nation  muft  have  a  very  fmgular  accepta- 
tion indeed;  for,  in  the  firft  place,  they  mull 
exclude  from  it  all  infants  and  young  children; 
and,  in  the  next  place,  they  would  exclude  all 
adults,  except  the  few^  comparatively  very  fewy 
who  are  deemed  by  them  fit  fubjedts  of  bap- 
tifm.  Well,  when  they  have  taught  them,  few 
as  they  may  be,  they  muft  fay  —  that  the  na^ 
tionl  is  difcipled.  Does  not  fuch  an  interpre- 
tation militate  againft  the  plain  and  natural  ufe. 
of  terms,  and  bid  defiance  to  the  force  of  lan- 
guage ?  On  our  principles,  it  may  be  fome 
time  firft  before  a  nation  be  difcipled ;  but  on  our 
opponents',  no  nation  ever  can  be.  How  much 
more  rational,  and  agreeable  to  the  language  of 
prophecy;  and  how  much,  more  worthy  of  the 
nature  of  the  Mefliah's  vifible  kingdom,  the  fol- 
lowing words  of  the  judicious  and  venerable 
TuRRETiNE?  "  /Aa9>na?  irttnw  non  eft  fimpliciter 
docere,  fed  difcipulos  facer e, — [Mat.  xxviii.  19. 
Probatur  Pcedobaptifmus  ex  hoc  mandato]  ab 
antithefi  nam  omnes  gentes  opponuntur  omnibus 
&  folis  Judseis,  ut  poftulat   difcrimen  Veteris  ^ 

Novi; 
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Novi  Tellamenti. — Qui  priccipit  omnes  gentes 
baptizari,  is  etiam  praecipit  baptiz^ri  infantes^ 
praeceptum  enim  de  genere  includit  omncs  fpe^ 
ciesX-'*  To  this  let  me  add  the  following 
•words  of  Bifhop  Beveridge  :  "  Our  Lord 
Chrift,  a  little  before  his  afcenfion  into  heaven, 
left  orders  with  his  apoflles,  and  in  them  with 
all  that  fhould  fucceed  in  the  miniflry  of  the 
church  to  the  end  of  the  world,  to  make  all 
7iaUo?is  his  difciples,  by  baptizing  them  in  the 
name,  &c.  as  the  original  words  plainly  import 
Mat.  xxviii.  19.^ — It  is  to  be  further  obferved, 
that  when  our  Saviour  ordained  baptifm  to  be 
the  way  or  means  of  admitting  perfons  into  his 
church,  or  the  congregation  of  liis  difciples;  left 
we  fliould  think,  as  fome  liave  done,  that  he 
meant  it  only  of  thofe  who  are  of  riper  years, 
he  ufed  the  w^' general  terms  that  could  be 
inventtd^  requiring  that  all  nations  (hould  be  bap- 
tized; and  if  all  nations,  then  children  alfo, 
which  are  a  great,  if  not  the  greateil  part  of 
every  nation  ||/' 

Moreover  :  There  feems  to  me  a  peculiar 
propriety  in  our  Lord's  ufmg  terms  of  fuch 
general  import-,  for  had  it  been  inftead  of  /xa§-/jl«c;- 
axri  any  term  which  excludes  teaching  as  a 
mode  of  difcipling,  what  a  handle  muft  ignorant 
and  cruel  bigots  make  of  it  in  fubjeding  nations 
to  the  chriilian  faith !  Ambitious  miirionaries 
might  then  juftify   their   cruelties    with    fpecious 

arguments 

X    Inftit.  Thcol.  Loc.  xix.  Qncft.  xx,  §  4. 
I  Priv.  Thoughts,  Part  ii.  On  Chriftian  Education,  p.  i. 
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arguments,  and  abufe  their  commiiTion  by  pre- 
tending to  divine  credentials.  Would  not  any 
ether  term  be  liable  to  greater  abufes  and  llronger 
obje61:ions  than  that  which  is  wifely  chofen  ? 
For  inftance,  had  ^^.octav.a  or  ito.^oivu  been  adopted 
as  terms  lejs  general  to  exprefs  the  pre-requiiition 
for  baptifm,  it  would  have  weakened  what  we 
apprehend  our  Lord  meant  to  countenance,  viz. 
our  obligation  to  receive  children  together  with 
their  parents  into  the  vifible  church,  by  the  initi- 
atory rite  of  baptifm.  On  the  other  hand,  had 
/itcA)  or  'T'cUu  been  fubAituted  for  \*.cfM-f^ivw,  the 
fame  inconvenience  would  have  followed.  For 
tho'  the  two  former,  1  pre  fume,  might  have 
conveyed  the  main  idea  contained  in  the  latter 
(and  accordingly  fome  of  the  greek  fathers  feem 
to  ufe  them  fynonymoufly,  fee  Isidore  of  PeU 
lujlum  Lib.  ii.  Ep.  37.  ^"c. )  yet  they  would 
have  been  on  many  accounts  lefs  eligible. 

Once  more:  Why,  we  wifli  to  know,  muft 
we  put  a  conllru6lion  fo  unfavourable  to  infants 
(when  no  neceffity  requires  it),  upon  every  claufe 
of  the  law  which  is  deemed  the  rule  of  en- 
trance into  the  church  militant;  while  our  op- 
ponents themfelves  alTume,  and  juftly  aflume, 
the  liberty  of  giving  an  apparently  oppofite  con- 
ftru6lion  to  that  law  which  refers  to  their  ad- 
miflion  to  the  church  triumphant?  "  He  that 
helievcth  not  (hall  be  damned."  Nay,  wc  may 
add,  we  have  greater  apparent  reafon,  from  this 
very  commiflion  (Mark  xvi.  15,  16.)  for  exclud- 
ing   infants   from   falvation^  than  from   baptifm. 

Foi: 
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For  we  contend  that  it  is  a  law  of  nature,  that 
'  children  fhould  partake  of  all  the  external  rites 
and  privileges  of  religion  they  are  capable  of, 
and  therefore  baptifm,  together  with  their  parents  j 
which  cannot  be  faid  of  their  falvation. 

To    conclude:    If    infants   were  deemed,   and 
juftly  deemed,  profelytes^ -,   they  may  in  like  man- 
ner, 

*  Dr.  Stinnett,  indeed,  feems  to  ceny  this,  when  he  fays, 
"  Is  it  proper  to  fay  of  perfons,  that  they  may  be  prcfelyted  or  dif- 
cjpled  without  any  previous  inftrudion,  convidion  or  perfuafion  ?" 
(Anf.  to  Dr.    A.  p.  133.)     To  this  I  reply, 

I.  If  it  was  cujlomary  among  the  Jews  to  call  thofe  who  wers 
tranflated  from  Heathenifm  to  the  true  rclis'ion,  or  the  kingdom  of 
Cod  among  them,  Qzv.\iXy  foreignen  ox  inmate: \  and  if  it  was  cuj- 
tomary  for  the  Greeks  to  call  thefe  IlcoasXt/lot,  profelytes,  cctto 
Ttf  fraoffi^YiXu^ivxi  ;  and  if  it  be  fact  that  ;;7/}r«/i  were  always 
reckoned,  and  by  divine  appointment,  (Exod,  xii.  48,  and  Numb. 
XV.  14,  15.)  among  thefe  inmates  —  We  may  well  afk,  what /«• 
propriety  is  there  in  calling  an  infant  a  prcfdyte  f 

z.  It  is  an  inconteJiibU  faEi  that  the  Jewiih  wr'ters,  fpeak  of 
infants  and  little  children,  as  profelytis.  'Tis  not  only  the  Gemara, 
but  the  text  of  the  Mifna  Itfelf,  both  in  the  Babylonian  and  Jeru- 
Jatem  Talmudy  which  fpeaks  of  a  child  becoming  or  being  made,  a 
profelyte,  —  And  the  Gtmara  fpeaks  exprefsly  of  **  a  projclyte  in  in- 
fancy,''^ And  Maimomdes  calls  a  little  child  or  an  infant  "  a 
projelyti^*  (See  Dr.  Wail's  Hiftory  of  Infant  Baptifm j  Introd. 
§  3»  4»  with  the  Authors  there  referred  to.)  This,  Dr.  Gjle 
himfelf  could  not  gainfay,  and  therefore  gives  it  up.  Body  of  Div» 
\ol.  iii.  486. 

^.   If  a  profelyte  be  advena^  a  granger y  one  come  over  from   one 
place  or  relation   to  another,   as  the  term   imports  j    what   impropri- 
ety is  there  in   applying  it    to   infants?     When  we  fay    *^^  fir  anger  t 
are  come  to   a   place,"     is    there   any    impropriety  in,   our    including 
^infants,  bccaufe  thtfe  are   ftridly  brought? 

4,  When  our  Lord  fays  of  infants  (  Matt,  xi,x.  14.  )  **  Suffer 
them,  and  forbid  them  not  i7\^iTv  Trcoq  tee,"  i*  there  not  the 
ftriciesl  propriety  in  calling  infants  wfaeft  brought.  Proselytes  ^ 
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ner,  be  deemed  difcipks:   for,  (as  a  great  critick 
obfgrves)   "  a  difciple  and  a  profelyte  being  per- 
feilly    all    one,     fave  only     that     the  latter  de- 
notes a  coming  from  fome  otJjer  nation  or  country, 
which  difference    hath    no   place   in   this    matter, 
■where   the    difciples  are   fpecified    to    be   received 
from  all  nations f,'*     And  if  difciples ^  they   ouglit 
to   be   baptixed'y    for   the    text   in    difpute   affords 
no   ground    of   exception    againft    any    who    are 
difciples.       "  Nor    ought    that    hoary    maxim    of 
legal  interpretation  to  be  haflily  caft    afide^  —  JP^e 
muft    not   diftinguifh,    where   the   Uruu   does    not 
diilinguifli."  —  And    fhould    it    be    objected,    that 
infants    are    not    7?iade    difciples,    and    therefore 
fliould  not  be  baptized ;    we  anfwer,  if  they  are 
difciples,  they  muft  be  conftituted  fuch ;  and  whe- 
ther that  conflitution   be   derived   from   a   divine 
appointment  in  favour  of  the  fpecies^  from  a  mU 
nilterial   adl   whereby   they  are   profelyted   to  the 
chriftian   religion    (as  heathen  families  were  pro- 
felyted to  the  Jewifh  religion)  or  from  any  other 
caufe,   is   perfectly  immaterial   in   the  prefent   ar- 
gument.—As  to   the   trite   objedion   urged  from 
the  order  of  the  words,   '^'^  teach  —  baptizing  them^** 
I   anfwer    with    Dr.    Addington  ;    "It    is,    in 
every  view,   mdefenfible   and   ill -grounded.      It  is 
a     mere    engiijh    criticifm  jj."       And     with     Dr. 
Hammond;    '    The  phrafe  which    is    there  ufed 
in    the    original^    is     a    fingular     one,    not     duly 
exprelTed    by    our  Engliih*."     But,  even  in    our 

tratiflatiovi 
f  Dr.  Hammond's   Si<   Qncr,   Ct,  iv.     §   27. 
H  Chriftian   Min:ftci*S  Rc^f   p«  1 12.  •  Ut  funra,   §  25, 
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tranjlation^  there  is  no  conjunSlion  to  denote  a 
diverfity  of  ads :  for  it  is  not  *'  teach  AND  bap- 
tize^^  but  "  teachy  baptizing  thetn,''  Hence  the 
author  laft  quoted  fays,  "  We  know  from  that 
place  of  Mat.  xxviii.  that  baptifm  is  the  folemn 
ceremony  of  receiving  into  Chrift's  fchool  the 
church  ||." 

And,  indeed,  were  our  oppofers  indulged 
with  their  favourite  rendering,  teach^  they  mud 
either  renounce  their  fingular  notion  of  pofitivd 
injtitutions^  as  utterly  excludmg  all  analogy  and 
inferential  reafoning,  or  find  themfelves  involved 
in  endlefs  uncertainty;  for  on  what  authority 
can  they  deny  baptifm  to  any  who  are  taught? 
And  yet,  how  very  unfit  for  baptifm,  our  oppo- 
nents being  judges,  are  numbers  who  are  tattghty 
and  who  profefs  that  Jefus  is  the  fon  of  God 
and  the  only  Saviour  ?  But  if  "  we  muft  not 
diflinguifh  where  this  law  does  not  diftinguifh," 
what  grofs  abfurdities  would  follow?  Not  more 
oj^pofite  is  the  Antipaedobaptift  hypothefis  to  the 
truths  than  fubverfive  of  itfelf! 

§  48.  Let  us  next  inquire,  In  what  fenfe  the 
Apoftles  underftood  their  commiffion  ?  And  par- 
ticularly, whether  they  did  not  underftand  it  to 
include  the  difciple/hip  and  baptifm  of  infants 
with  their  parents  ?  But  here  it  is  ncceffary  to 
prefcribe  the  limits  of  our  inquiry.  Now  fince 
the  pofttive  part  of  the  evidence  has  been  already 
eftablifhed,  it  would  be  fufficient  for  us,  in  point 
of  ftrid  argument,  to  a(5t  henceforth  only  on  the 

defenftve 


334  ^f  ^^^  proper  Ch.  3. 

defcvfive  \  for  until  that  part  be  difproved  ( which, 
I  prefume,  will  not  be  done  in  a  hurry  )  the  fmal- 
left  probability  will  be  a  corroborating  addition. 
We  fhall  therefore  attend,  in  the  remaining  part 
of  this  chapter,  to  what  we  apprehend  to  be,  in 
connedlion  with  the  premifes,  additiorial  evidence ; 
rcferving  for  another  place  an  examination  of  thofe 
pafiages  in  the  apoftolic  writings,  which  are  fup- 
pofed  by  our  oppofers  to  be  inimical  to  Poedo- 
baptifm. 

Let  us  begin  with  Acls  ii.  39.  For  The 
PROMISE  is  to  youy  and  to  your  children,  and 
to  all  that  are  afar  off^  even  to  as  many  as  the  Lord 
eur  God  Jhall  call,— There  are  three  terms  in 
this  paflage, — prcmife^  children^  call — the  exa6t 
rheaning  of  which  it  is  necelTary  to  afcertain 
before   any  dedu6tion  be  attempted. 

I.  What  are  we  to  underftand  by  the  promise  ? 
—  A  fatisfad^ory  anfwer  to  this  queftion  requires, 
that  we  fhould  fix  the  meaning  of  the  term 
(izccyfo^loc)  promife^^mid  determine  what  is  the 
matter  promifed\  for  every  promife  is  of  fomething. 
Refpe6ling  the  word  fTra^nMa,  Stock  i  us  remarks: 
"  Generatim  et  vi  originis  annunciationem 
"  iignificat.  Speciatim  autem  notat  promiJfioneTn, 
"  In  hac  fignificatione  adhibetur  nunc  proprie^ 
"  nunc  improprie  et  metonyniice,  Proprie  fi 
"  adhibetur,  denotat  a(^u?n  uolimtath^  quo  pro- 
"  mittens  fe  aliquid  alteri  daturum,  vel  fadurum 
"  indicat  ac  denuntiat, — Imprcprie  et  Tnetonymice 
"  fignificat    rem  prormjfam,  — •   Co?nple?nentu?n    et 

"  eventum 
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^^  eventum  fromijTionis^  &c.  J"  The  word  often 
occurs  in  the  Ne//  Teftament,  and  is  varioufly 
rendered  by  Latin  interpreters ;  as,  Promiffhm, 
promijjlo^  pollicitation  repromijjloy  nuncium^  &c.  And 
Beza  obferves  :  "  Eft  autem  notanda  hasc  pro- 
*'  pria  iignificatio  tTrccyfeMMq  a  dofliflimo  Budjeo 
''  obfervata,  qiise  gratuitum  ejje  Dei  promijfum  de- 
"  clarat^."  In  our  tranflation,  it  is  generally 
rendered,  proimfe.  But  in  i  John  i.  5.  MeJJage,, 
—  The  paiTage  we  are  upon,  feems  to  be  of  the 
fame  import  with  A6ls  xiii.  26.  Men  and  brethren^ 
children  of  the  Jlock  of  Abraham^  and  whofoever 
among    you    that  feareth    God^   to    you    is    the 

V/ORD  OF  THIS  SALVATION  fent.  VCr.  32,  33, 
Jnd    WE     DECLARE   UNTO      YOU     GLAD    TIDINGS, 

hoiv  that  the  promise  which  was  made  unto  the 
fathers^  God  hath  fulfilled  the  fame  unto  us  their 
children^  -in  that  he  hath  raifed  'Jefui  again,  Ox^ 
"  And  we  evangelize  unto  you  that  promife  which 
was  made  unto  the  fathers,  how  that  God,  ^-c." 
Now,  whether  the  term  promife^  in  Peter's 
addrefs,  fignifies  ftrifiily,  according  to  the  force 
of  the  original  (ab  itr^  et  avJ"=?-o?>  Denunciatio 
divinae  voluntatis  et  beneficentiaef )  declaration^ 
proclamation^  annunciation^  denunciation^  of  the  di- 
vine will  and  pleafure,  a  meffage^  &c  :  or,  more 
particularly  denotes  "  an  a5l  of  the  will^  whereby 
the  promifer  /hews  and  delares^  that  fomething 
fhall  be  given  to  another,  or  done  for  him,'*  it 
amounts  in  fa£):  to  the  fame  thing,  the  difference 
being  only  circumflantial.     For  in  this  they  both 

agree 

\  Stock  IX  Clav.  Nor.  Teft,    fub  voc.       ♦  Annot.  in  loc. 
•f.  Vid   LeiGh  Crit.   Sac. 
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agree,   that  the  will  of  the  promifer  muft  be  an-^ 
riounced  to   conftitute  either ;    and  therefore  mufl 

imply "     A     DECLARATION     OF      God's     WILL 

concerning  fomething."     Nor  is  it  again  material 
whether   it  be  taken  properly^  or  metonymically  for 
the  thing  promifed;     becaufe,    in  the  prefent  cafe, 
"  the  prcmife   OF  a  thing"  is  tantamount  with 
"  the  thing  pro?mfed.'*     No  difficulty  therefore  re- 
mains but  what  lies   in  afcertainmg  the  contents  of 
the  promife,  or  that  of  which  the  promife  is  made. 
Some  feek  the  Apoftle's  meaning  from  ver.   21. 
"  And  it  Jhall  come  to  pafs    that  whofoever  Jhall  call 
en    the    name    of    the    Lord    shall    be    saved." 
Some  feek   it  from  ver.  38.  where  "  the  remis- 
sion of  sin"  is  promifed.     Others,  from  the  laft 
claufe  of  the  fame  verfe,  "  and  ye  Jhall  receive  the 
gift  of   the  Holy    Ghost  ;"   and    the  rather 
becaufe  this   immediately  precedes  the   controverted 
text.     And   others   fuppofe,   that  Peter  here  ufes 
the  phrafe,   "  The  promife^'^   by  way   of  eminence 
and   diftindion.       "  The   word   [promife]  in  the 
New  Teftament,"   fays   Mr.  Cruden,  "  is   often 
"  taken  for    thofe  prornifes   that   God  heretofore 
"  made     to     Abraham,    and    the    other     Patri- 
"  archs,     of    fending  the  Mefjiah  :  It   is   in   this 
"  fenfe  that  the   Apoftle   Paul   commonly   ufes   the 
"  word  promife.  % "  This  ufe  of  the  word   in  the 
text  before  us  implies ;  The  afpe«5l  of  the  promife 
in   its   prefent  accomplifliment  in  Jefus   Chriri:,  is 
towards   you   and  your   children.     In  vindication 
of  this  ft  life,  feveral  Expofitors  diftinguifh  between 

the 

t    Concord,   under   the  word    Protnlfe. 
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the  Apoftle's  advice^  and  his  encouragement.  His 
advice — (i)  Repent,  (2)  Be  baptized,  (3)  Every 
one  of  you.  His  encouragement —{i)  The  re- 
miffion  of  fms,  (2)  The  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghofl, 
(3)  The  well  known  promife  refers  to  you  and 
yours,  notwithftanding  your  ungrateful  and  cruel 
treatment  of  the  MefTiah,  who  was  the  end  and 
fum  thereof.  Thus  Benedictus  Aretius  : 
"  Confilium  Petri  duas  compieditur  partes. 
*'  Prior  monftrat  facienda  :  Pofterior  addit  rationes. 
*'  Nam  line  rationibus  allquid  juberc  rebus  affli6i;is 
"  non  fatis  eft  prudentis  oratoris.  Itaque  orator 
"  apoftolicus  perfpicuitati  ftudet.  Jubet  faci- 
"  enda,  ac  confilii  fubne<Stit  admodum  perfpi- 
"  cuas  rationes.  —  Primum  a  fine  rem  commen  * 
"  dat :  In  remissionem  pecatorum — Alia 
"  ratio  eft,  quia  accipietis  donum  spiri- 
"  Tus  fancii.-^Tertioy  VoBis  ENIM  eft   promis- 

."    SIO     FACTA     ET     LIBERIS     VESTRIS,    h.    C.     dc 

"  MefTia,  et  illius  beneficiis,  promifliones  in  pri- 
^'  mis  fpedant  ad  vos.  —  ,^iarto^  declarat  perfo- 
"  nas,  ad   quas  fpedlant  promiftiones.     Vobis  & 

"    LIBERIS  VESTRIS,    ET  QUI  LONGE  SUNT*.'' 

This  view  of  the  paflage  appears  to  me  moft 
agreeable  to  the  fcope  and  occafion  of  it.  For 
the  Apoftle's  reply  and  encouragement  muft  be 
fuppofed  anjiverahle  to  the  folicitude  and  enquiry 
of  the  awakened  multitude.  What  particularly 
ftruck  them,  it  feems,  was,  "  the  evidence  with 
which  the  Apoftle  urged  the  MeJJiahlhip  of  Jefus 

I  Q  from 

I 

*  BiKED.    ARiT.    Comrrent.  in    A^.    \\,  .«?«<?  alfo  C« ;.  vik's 
Admirable  Notes  on  the  text  in  quef^ion. 
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from  the  Jewifli  writings,  and  the  miraculous 
gifts  which  were  now  vifible  and  aftoniiliing."— 
This  was  the  great  defign  of  thofe  miraculous 
efFufions,  "  to  reprove  the  world  of  fm,  of  righ-, 
teoufnefs  and  of  judgment ;"  that  is,  to  be  ari 
unparalleled  and  invincible  demonftration  of  the 
Meffiahfliip  of  Jefus  Chrift.  This  is  what  he 
principally  aimed  at,  and  this  idea  he  fixes  in 
their  minds,  "  as  a  nail  faflened  in  a  fure 
place,"  by  concluding  in  thefe  pungent  and  per- 
fuafive  expreflions — ver.  36  "  Therefore  let  all  the 
houfe  of  Ifrael  know  affurecUy  that  God  hath  made 
that  fame  fefus^  who7n  ye  have  crucifed^  both  Lord 
,  and  ChriftJ*  The  hiftorian  adds,  "  Nozu  when  they 
heard  this^  they  were  pricked  in  their  hearty  and 
faid  unto  Peter^  and  to  the  refi  of  the  ApoflleSy  Men 
and  brethren  what  Jhall  we  do  f"  Peter  replies, 
"  Repent;  and  your  fms,  particularly  your  re- 
jecSlion  and  crucifixion  of  the  MefTiah,  fliall  be 
remitted.  Be  baptized,  every  one  of  you ;  fub- 
mit  to  this  initiatory  ordinance  of  his  kingdom, 
which  exhibits  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit ;  > 
and  Chrifl  fhall  baptize  you,  as  John  his  fore- 
runner has  often  declared,  with  the  Holy  Ghofl; 
at  leafl:  this  is  your  path  of  duty,  —  he  has  the 
refidue  of  the  Spirit,  —  and  do  not  imagine  that 
the  grace  of  Chri/l,  or  the  blefTmgs  of  his  king- 
dom, are  peculiar  to  us.  For  the  well-known 
promife,  grant,  covenant,  or  exhibition  of 
mercy  and  grace,  is  common  to  us  all.  Do  not 
fuppofe  that  we  have  any  other  divine  charter, 
whereby    we    are    entitled    to   thefe  unfpeakable 

bleflings, 
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bleflings,  than  what  was  granted  of  old  to  our 
forefathers:  and  this,  you  may  be  fure,  is  no 
lefs  open  to  you,  as  a  ground  of  application  for 
the  bleflings  of  the  Mefliah's  kingdom,  than  to 
us.  And,  according  to  what  was  faid  of  old, 
that  in  him  all  the  families  of  the  earth  were 
to  be  bleffed,  the  time  is  come  that  the  gentile 
nations,  as  well  as  our  own,  are  to  be  called  to 
him." 

To  confine  the  promife  to  the  ?mraculous  gifts 
of  the  Spirit,  would  be  unworthy  of  an  apoftle; 
for  it  would  be  prefcribing  a  remedy  to  the 
multitude,  cut  to  the  heart  with  remorfe  for 
their  cruel  treatment  of  Jefus,  inadequate  to  the 
difeafe.  "^  When  he  fpeaks  of  the  promifc^  it  mufl 
be  as  a  ground  of  their  faith  and  their  accefs  to 
God;  but  nothing  can  be  fo  to  fallen  man  but 
a  difpenfation  of  mercy,  a  facred  warrant,  falva- 
tion  thro'  a  Redeemer,  the  miniftry  of  reconci- 
liation, in  a  word,  the  covefmnt  of  grace  in  its 
exhibition  and  direition  to  him.  I  fay  in  its 
EXHIBITION  or  external  form,  for  this,  and  this 
alone^  properly  fpeaking,  is  the  ground  of  a  fin- 
ner's  approach  to  God.  "  To  us  are  g'lven^  that 
is,  EXHIBITED  for  our  ufe  and  encouragement, 
exceeding  great  and  precious  promises,  that  by 
thefe  we  might  be  partakers  of  the  divine  nature, 
(2  Pet.  i.  4.)  For  the  apoftle  to  aflure  his  hear- 
ers, that  the  promife  was  to  thefn^  in  their  prefent 
circumftances,  was  the  fame  as  to  preach  the 
gofpel  to  them.  And  thefe  are  ufed  fynonymonfly. 
(See  GaU  iii.  8  and  18.)  For,  to  give  Ahrahc^n 
0^2  a  divine 
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a  divine  promise,   is  the  fame  as,   ta  precih  the 
GOSPEL  to   him. 

Besides:  Is  there  any  probability  in  faSf^ 
that  ALL  who  complied  with  this  exhortation 
received  the  promife^  if  the  7?iiraculous  gifts  of 
the  Spirit  as  about  to  be  conferred  upon  them, 
be  thereby  intended?  Or  was  this  promife  made 
to  the  mixed  multitude  j  to  their  children  as 
fuch^  whether  their  immediate  offspring  or  pof- 
terity;  to  all  afar  off,  whether  Jews  or  Gentiles, 
that  the  Lord  fliould  call?  If  this  interpretation 
were  admitted,  would  it  not  follow,  that  we 
finners  of  the  G^ntiJes,  being  fome  of  the  all 
that  were  afar  offy  upon  being  called  of  the 
X>ord,  upon  repentance  and  haptifm^  may  expedl 
from  the  promife-^  the  miraculous  gifts  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft  ?  In  my  opinion,  it  could  be  then  no  jujl 
motive  either  to  repentance,  to  be  baptized,  or 
to  any  chriftian  duty,  of  itfelf-y  and  to  us  who 
are  called  and  afar  off,  it  can  be  no  motive  at 
alL  And,  indeed,  had  any  complied  from  fuch 
an  expe£lation  of  miraculous  endowments,  except 
in  fubordination  to  a  more  important  promife, 
their  mercenary  motive  muft  ftand  condemned 
as  unworthy  of  chriftianity,  and  therefore  unwor- 
thy of  an  infpired  teacher  of  it  to  recommend. 
—  But  fhould  any  contend,  that  the  promife 
refers  to  the  Holy  Ghoft  in  his  ordinary  gra- 
cious influences,  and  not  merely  thofe  which 
were  miraculous,  this  is  virtually  to  admit  that 
fenfe  of  the  paffage  for  which  I  plead;  for 
it    implies    and    eminently    contains    what    the 

fcriptures 
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fcrlptures  term,  xal*  ^hx^^*  ^^^  promife,  "  To 
*'  conclude  this  point,  the  apoftle  himfelf  has 
"  plainly  informed  us,  in  another  place,  what  he 
"  here  intends  by  the  promife;  lee  Ads  iii.  25. 
"  where,  urging  much  the  fame  exhortation  upon 
"  his.  Jewifli  hearers,  as  he  does  here,  he  enr 
"  forces  it  with  this  argument:  "  Ye  are  the 
"  children  of  the  covenant,"  [or  promife,  ac- 
"  cording  to  Gal.  iii.  18.]  "  which  God  made 
*'  with  our  fathers"  [or  granted  to  our  fathers; 

*'    ^j    hi^tlo    0    ©£05    Tr^rjq   i-«?    'JTulf^ac,    ytixuvj  J     *'   faying 

"  unto  Abraham,  and  in  thy  feed  (hall  all  the 
''  kindreds  of  the  earth  be  bleffed ;  unto  you 
^^  firjl  [or  primarily  for  your  fake,]  God  hath 
*'  raifed  up  his  fon  Jefus,  and  fent  him  to  blefs 
"  you,  &c.  t" 

§  49.  2.  Who  are  the  perfons  to  whom  the 
promife  is  made  ?  "  The  promife  is  unto  you, 
and  to  your  children,  and  to  all  that  are 
AFAR  OFF,  even  as  many  as  the  Lord  our  God 
SHALL  call."  The  promife  is  unto  you,  fays 
the  apoflle ;  you  who  now  hear  me ;  you  who 
compofe  this  vafl  affembly,  of  every  nation,  rank 
or  age.  Tou  does  the  Lord  our  God  call  t& 
repetitance,  who  have  rejected  and  murdered  the 
Prince  of  Life;  on  whom  the  guilt  of  the  hor- 
rid deed,  fo  impioufly  imprecated  on  yourfelves 
and  children,  muft  otherwife  abide.  2^«,  with- 
out exception,  who  are  capable  of  remorfe,  does 
the  Lord  our  God  call  to  repefita^ccy  in  as  much 
as  all  of  you  have  fms  to  recent  of;  and  a 
Ct3  ftate 

f  BotT wick's  Fair  and  Rational  Vindication  of  Inf*  Bapt«  p.  9, 
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ftate  to  be  changed  for  the  better.  And  to  each 
one  of  you,  without  the  lead  exception,  is  the 
promije^  the  glad  tidings  of  mercy,  made.  And 
as  baptijm  is  the  inftituted  fed  of  that  promife, 
you  may  be  fure  that  if  the  one  belongs  to  you, 
the  other  does  of  courfe;  for  if  the  teftamentary 
grant  be  yours,  it  follows  that  every  confirmation 
of  that  grant  is  yours,  of  which  nature  baptifm 
is.  Here  W'C  might  afk.  Is  it  not  reafonable  to 
fuppofe,  that  among  fo  great  a  multitude  there 
were  fome  children  and  infants  in  arms  before 
the  apoftle ;  and  if  fo,  by  what  rule  were  fuch 
excepted  from  being  included  in  this  declaration 
—  the  promife  is  unto  you?  Were  they  not  ad- 
dreiTed  as  a  body?  Or,  will  it  be  faid,  "  All 
who  are  capable  of  repentance  were  addreffed?'* 
Nay,  rather,  all  who  were  capable  of  repentance 
were  called  to  repent;  and  all  who  were  capa- 
ble of  the  promife  or  divine  grant,  and  its  feal, 
were  included  therein.  And  no  one  can  deny 
that  infants  are  capable  of  bequeathments  and 
grants  (and  confequently  the  feallng  of  them)  in 
their  favour. 

But  to  put  this  matter  further  out  of  doubt, 
tlie  apoille  adds,  "  the  promfe^  or  grant,  is  to 
your  CHILDREN,  tok  texvok."  It  appears  to  me 
a  matter  of  no  great  moment,  in  this  contro- 
verfy,  whether  we  underftand  by  the  term  chiU 
d/en^  fdns  and  daughters,  feed,  offspring,  defcen- 
dants,  poflerity,  or  any  other  the  like ;  for  none 
of  thefe  expreifions  exclude  infants,  which  is  fuf- 
j(icient  for  our  purpofe.    If  there  be  any  exclu- 

fori 
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Jion  in  the  cafe,  it  muft  be  fought,  not  from; 
thefe  terms,  but  fome  ether  confiderations ;  which 
is  foreign  to  the  prefent  point.  Suppofe,  for  in- 
ftance,  our  opponents  attempt  the  exclufloq  of 
infants,  by  adopting  the  term,  pojierity ;  it  will 
not  ferve  their  turn  ;  for  who  can  we  under- 
ftand  by  the  pojierity  of  a  perfon  or  perfons,  but 
thofe  who  lineally  come  after,  or  defcend  from 
fuch?  And  is  not  the  term  applicable  to  them, 
as  foon  as  they  exift  ?  Are  they  not  fuch  in 
every  ftage  of  life?  Befides  :  Were  that  inter- 
pretation allowed,  which  excludes  all  from  pofte- 
rity  but  adults,  what  would  it  prove?  Why, 
that  the  promife  is  to  the  adult  pojierity  of  thii 
audience,  tho'  they  were  Jews  or  Mahometans, 
but  not  to  the  infant  offspring  of  any  Chriftian. 
But  muft  we  regard  our  infant  children,  tho'  born 
in  fin,  in  a  lefs  favourable  condition,  as  to  any 
merciful  grant,  than  the  obftinate  Jew,  and  the 
deluded  Turk  ?  He   that  can  believe  it,  let  him. 

Nor  is  it  material,  whether  the  phrafe,  "  all 
that  are  ^  afar  off^^  refer  to  diftant  Jews  or  Gen- 
tiles; diftant  as  to  place  or  time.  From  this 
phrafe  infants  are  not  excluded,  nay  are  clearly 
implied. 

But,  fays  Mr.  B.  "  There  is  nothing  faid  about 
the  promife  refpe6ting  any,  belides  thofe  whom 
the  Lord  our  God  /hall  call.  Yes,  whether 
they  be  Jews  or  Gentiles,  whether  they  be  pa- 
rents or  children,  they  muft  be  called,  before  this 
text  will  permit  us  to  view  them  as  interefted 
0.4  in 
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in  that  promife  of  which  it  fpeaksf,"  To  this 
we  readily  fubfcribe;  but  deny  what  he  imme- 
diately fubjoins  :  "  which  intirely  excludes  infants 
from  all  confideration  here.'*  This  will  lead  us 
to  inquire, 

§  50.  3«  What  are  we  to  underfland  by  the 

term,    Trpocrxflfc^tiTTjJai,    CALL?     The  WOrd  nfO(7xaAEO/*at, 

which  often  occurs  in  the  New  Teftament,  (tho' 
never  I  believe  in  its  a6live  form,)  plainly  and 
properly  fignifies,  advocoy  accerfo^  adcifco^  arceffo^ 
&c.  Leigh:  "  Utrumque  fignificat,  &  convocare 
he  €td  fe  'Uocare^  Mat.  x.  i,  &c.  **'  Stockius: 
"  Generatim  notat  advocare^  connotato  termino 
ad  quern,  five  hie  fit  perfona  five  res  perfonae 
oppofita.— Eft  vQcare  gentes  ad  ecclesiam,  per 
predicationem  evangelii,  A(^.  ii.  39 1|."  But  here 
we  fhould  carefully  diftinguifh  between  God's  call 
and  men^s  compliance  with  it.  The  latter  of  thefe 
ideas  is  out  of  the  prefent  queflion ;  being  ex- 
cluded by  the  nature  of  the  fubjeil,  and  the 
proper  force  of  the  term.  Nor  (hould  we  con- 
found the  call  of  the  go/pel^  with  Go^'s  fccret 
choice  of  individuals,  or  his  efficacious  drawing  of 
them  to  himfelf  to  love  and  ferve  him  in  fpirit 
2pnd  in  truth.  Thefe  things  belong  to  a  fove- 
reign  invifible  difpenfation ;  a  difpenfation  of 
quite  a  different  nature  from  what  our  apoftle 
mainly  intends.  And  indeed,  with  regard  to 
what  is  termed  effeSlual  callings  which  Mr.  B. 
feems  to  take  for  granted  is  here  intended,    the 

call 

•\  Padob,  Exam.   p.  362,  •  Critica   Sacra,  fub  voce, 

[  Clav.  Nov,   Tcft,  fub   voce. 
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call  muft  not  be  confounded  with  the  effe^  of  it* 
In  my  apprehcnfion,  the  fecret  and  efficacious 
influence  of  God  on  the  finner's  mind,  whereby 
it  is  difpofed  to  receive  the  truth,  is  very  impro- 
perly termed  God's  call.  For  his  calling  of  them, 
properly  fpeaking,  is  by  his  word^  his  will  re^ 
vealeclt  the  miniftry  of  reconciliation,  &c.  but 
what  renders  this  calling  effe6lual^  is  ^  the  im-. 
parted  influence  or  powerful  operation  of  the 
Spirit  on  the  mind,  and  thereby  a  dlfpofition,-  in- 
clination, or  moral  ability,  is  produced,  to  comply 
with  the  call.  Hence  many  are  calledy  but  few 
are  chofen^. 

Besides  :  The  promife,  or  gofpel  grant,  is  not 
any  bleffing  conferred  in  consequence  of  effec- 
tual  callings  but  in  fubferviency  to  it.  For  the 
promife  is  the  fonndation  of  our  accefs  to  God^ 
and  our  encouragement  to  repentance,  and  not 
a  bleffing  confequent  upon  either.  Repenting, 
complying,  coming  to  God,  &c.  are  our  adbs 
and  exercifes  j  but  without  a  promife  they  have 
no  ground,  no  motive,  no  exigence.  Perfons,. 
families,  and  nations,  are  called  that  they 
MAY  COMPLY,  and  the  promife  is  given  them, 
as  the  inducement.  When  any  aSlually  comply 
with  the  purport  of  the  call,  we  are  taught  aad 
obliged  to  afcribe  that  efficiency,  not  to  our  own. 
diftinguifhing  worthinefs  and  ability,  but  to  the 
power  of  God,  executing  the  plan  of  fovereign 
diftinguifhing  love.  Thus  God  calls^  but  man, 
tlirough  the  ftupifying  efFedt  of  fm,  refufes ;  yet 
0^5  when 

^  Matt.  XX.  i6«  xxii.   24, 
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when  God  works  in  us  both  to  will  and  to  do 
of  his  good  pleafure,  who  can  let  ?  Neverthelefs, 
the  bleffings  promifed,  or  exhibited  in  the  pro- 
mife,  become  adually  ours  in  confequence  of  our 
anfwering  the  divine  requifition  or  calL 

On  the  whole :  As  the  apoflle  has  no  reference 
to  the  internal  power  of  grace,  we  are  conflrained 
to  feek  his  meaning  in  the  external  call  of  the 
gofpel.  Into  whatever  part  of  the  gentile  world, 
as  if  he  had  faid,  the  cloud  of  divine  providence 
moves,  from  henceforth,  the  miniftry  of  recon- 
ciliation, or  God's  call  to  men  by  the  Gofpel,  is 
defigned  to  follow  it.  Our  call  has  no  limita- 
tion but  what  arifes  in  the  courfe  of  providential 
condu61:.  If  all  the  gentile  nations  are  not  ac- 
tually evangelized,  fuch  confinement  and  feeming 
partiality  is  not  owing  to  any  hmiting  claufe  in 
our  commiflion,  but  to  the  all-wife  conduft  of 
providence,  while  it  opens  a  door  of  entrance 
to  fome  nations,  and  leaves  others  for  a  time 
fhut.  But  no  fooner  is  a  perfon,  a  family,  a 
nation,  or  a  people,  evangelized,  or  addrefTed  by 
a  gofpel  miniftry,  than  we  can  afTure  them,  that 
the  promife  is  to  them  and  theirs.  If  they  rejeSi 
the  call,  they  rejedl  alfo  the  promife ;  and  if  they 
reje^  the  promife,  grant,  or  covenant,  they  have 
no  right  to  tht feal-,  for  the  inftrument  and  the 
feal  muft  not  be  feparated.  External  compliance 
is  fufiicient  to  fecure  whatever  is  in  the  covenant 
of  an  external  nature ;  and  baplifm,  the  initiating 
feal,  htingfuch^  by  that  compliance  it  is  fecured. 
But  an  internal  and  fpiritual  compliance,  and  that 

alone 
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alone,  fecures  to  us  whatever  is  in  the  covenant 
of  an  infernal  and  fpiritual  nature.  And  whence 
the  ability  to  comply,  as  before  obferved,  belongs 
to  another  queflion,  and  flows  from  the  cove- 
nant of  redemption,  well  ordered  in  all  things  and 
fure,  in  its  interned  form. 

We  might  again  afk  :  Are  any  individuals,  fa- 
milies, tribes,  or  nations,  projelyted  to  the  vifible 
church  of  God,  without  being' called  f  Does  not 
profehting  of  necellity  imply  calling?  Yet  infants 
may  be  projelyted  with  their  parents,  as  parts  of 
themfelves,  as  members  of  families,  and  as  making 
a  very  confiderable  part  of  thofe  nations  that  may 
be  joined  to  the  Lord\  and  therefore  fuch  infants 
ihould  be  reckoned  among  the  called.  On  the 
whole,  the  following  remark  of  Calvin  on 
the  place,  appears  very  juft  and  comprehenfive. 
"  Chriftus  diruta  maceria,  utrofque  reconciliavit 
"  Patri,  &  veniens  annunciavit  pacem  his  qui 
*'  prope  erant,  &  his  qui  procuL  Nunc  tenemus 
"  Petri  nientem.  Nam  ut  Chrifti  gratiam  am- 
"  plificet,  earn  Judeis  fic  proponit,  ut  Gentes 
*'  quoque  fore  confortes  ^dicat.  Ideo  utitur  verlo 
*'  advocandi :  acfi  diceret,  Quemadmodum  vos 
"  prius  in  unum  populum  fua  voce  collegit  Deus, 
^^  ita  vox  eadem  ubique  perfohabit,  ut  qui  remoti 
"  funt,  ad  vos  accedant,  ubi  novo  Dei  edi^Slo 
"  fuerint  accerfitif." 

Now  if    this  be  the  meaning    of  the  text,  it 

appears^ —  ( i )  That  wherever   the    difpenfation  of 

the  gofpel  comes,  there  the  promife   comes.     For 

0,6  to 

f  Calvini    Cwnment.   in  Aft,  il,    394 
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to  be  called  is  to  be  *'  invited  to  the  honours  and 
privileges  of  the  vifible  church  ;"  and  to  be  the 
called^  as  expreffive  of  a  continued  ftate,  in  the 
fcripture  ftyle,  is  to  be  adtually  pofleffed  of  fuch 
privileges.  Thus  Ifa.  Ixviii.  12.  Hearken  unto  me^ 
O  Jacoh^  and  Ifracl  MY  CALLED.  Rom.  i.  6. 
Among  whom  are  ye  alfo  THE  CALLED  of  Jefus 
Chrift,  ver.  7.  To  K^Li.  that  he  in  Romcy  beloved  of 
God^  CALLED  to  he  faintSj  &c.  (2)  That  no 
people  are  acSlually  the  called  of  God,  in  a  flate 
of  gofpel  privileges,  but  their  children,  as  theirs^ 
or  in  virtue  of  their  right  in  them,  are  included 
with  them.  (3)  When  we  confider  this,  in 
conne(5^ion  with  preceding  revelations,  we  cannot 
fay,  properly,  that  infants'  right  to  their  parents* 
privileges,  inclufive  of  the  promife  and  initiatory 
feal,  is  founded  here,  but  cotifirmed :  rather,  what 
1%  founded  in  the  law  of  nature,  what  is  implied 
in  every  difpenfation,  and  what  has  been  in  many 
inftances  explicitly  ratified^  is  here  afferted  and 
confirmed  againft  all  fufpicion  to  the  contrary,  viz. 
That  the  promife,  covenant,  or  grant  of  mercy, 
is  not  more  to  the  parents, than  to  their  children; 
and  confequently  the  initiating  and  confirming 
feal  of  that  grant,  baptifm*." 

§  51.  We  come  now  to  inquire  what  addi- 
iional  evidence  we  have  from  the  account  given 
us  of   HOUSEHOLDS,  from   A6ls  xvi.   15.  When 

fie 

•  It  may  fee  here  remarked,  that  the  ioterpretations  of  Dr,  OwtM 
and  WiT>iv>,  of  Hammond  and  Limborch,  are  not  at  »11 
inconfiftcnt  with  Padobaptift  principles  a>  here  flated,  tho*  produced 
by  Mr,  B.  in  favour  of  Antipoedobaptifin  j  and  the  fame  remark 
rs  applicable  to  ouxnerous  other  inftances,  in  the  work  I  asn 
examining. 
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Jhe  was  hapt'ized  and  her  household. — Acts 
xvi.  33.  Jnd  was  baptized^  he  and  all  his, 
Jlraightway.'^l  Cor.  i.  16.  /  baptized  alfo  the 
HOUSEHOLD  of  Stephanus,  But  here  it  is  nece^- 
fary  to  premife  what  is  the  juft  ufe  and  real 
importance  of  thefe  pafTages  in  the  controverfy. 
Our  opponents  would  fain  infinuate,  that  if  we 
cannot  demonftrate  hence  there  adually  were  infants 
in  thefe  families,  and  that  thefe  were  baptized, 
the  texts  in  queftion  are  of  no  ufe  to  the  Poedo- 
baptift  caufe.  But  this  is  a  great  miflake.  We 
inlift,  from  other  premifes,  that  parents  ought  to 
baptize  their  children  ;  therefore  we  do  not  urge 
thefe  texts  to  prove  their  righty  but  to  ijicreafe 
the  probability  that  they  were  de  fa£lo  baptized* 
I  fay,  to  increafe  the  probability ;  for  it  is  evident 
from  the  nature  of  the  controverfy,  that  thefe 
texts,  which  refer  to  a  cafe  of  fa^^  fhould  be 
weighed  only  in  the  fcales  of  right ;  and  that  the 
balance  of  probability  will  preponderate  accord- 
ing as  the  previous  right  is  proved  or  difproved. 

We  have  infifted  from  various  topicks — the 
law  of  nature — the  divine  difpenfations — pro- 
phetick  language  —  our  Lord's  miniftry  and  com- 
miffion,  &c.  —  that  religion,  that  is,  Chriftianity, 
( for  the  nature  of  it  does  not  alter  the  cafe )  is 
a  family  concern.  In  other  words,  a  man's  chil- 
dren, and  non-oppofmg  domefticks^  are  not  only 
to  be  denominated  from  his  religious  profeflion, 
as  the  head  of  the  family,  but  are  entitled  to  all 
the  external  privileges  of  that  religion,  as  infti- 
tuted  means  of  grace  and  godhnefs,  according  to 
their  refpedive  capacities.      When   therefore  we 

hear 
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hear  of  a  man  who  has  a  family,  that  he  became 
a  believer,  a  difciple,  or  a  chrifiian,  v/e  infer  (and 
the  more  excellent  the  nature  and  quality  of 
his    religion     the    more  rational    the   inference) 

< we    infer,    that    his     family    is    a  chriftian 

family  ;  and  that  each  member  of  it,  that  is  not 
an  oppofer^  is  entitled  to  tbofe  privileges  he  himfelf 
enjoysj  according  as  it  is  capable :  I  fay  not  an 
oppofer^  for  to  compel  any,  who  are  fui  juj-is^  would 
be  impious,  (ince  chriftianity,  in  this  important 
particular,  does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of 
nature.  And  the  matter  of  right  ftanding  thus, 
it  would  be  uncharttahle  and  unreafonahle  to  fuppofe 
the  matter  of  fa£i  to  be  otherwife,  efpecially  in 
the  apoftolic  age.  We  may  therefore  conclude, 
when  we  read  —  "  her  household  —  his  house- 
hold—  ALL  his"  —  were  baptized,  that  thefe 
things  are  fpoken  of  houfeholds  or  families  asfuch^ 
or  collectively ;  and  that  we  fhould  not  underftand 
the  terms  diftributively,  but  with  the  provifo  of  pre 
captu  finguhrurn.  For,  if  a  man's  children  be  equally 
capable  of  baptifm  with  himfelf,  and  believing  or 
repenting  is  a  qualification  not  at  all  efTential 
to  the  ordinance,  as  belonging  to  its  nature^  but 
only  necefiary  to  thofe  who  are  capable  of  them, 
there  remains  no  ground  of  exception  againft  in- 
fants ;  that  is,  if  there  were  any  children  or  in- 
fants in  any  of  the  families  referred  to,  we  ought 
to  conclude  they  were  baptized.  The  parent, 
or  head  of  the  family,  would  of  courfe^  according 
to  all  the  fources  of  information  he  could  con- 
fult,  if  a  heathen^  the  light  of  nature,  if  a  Jew, 

the 
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the  Old  Teftament,  and  more  efpecially  in  either 
cafe  from  the  genius  of  chriftianity,  confider  his 
dependants,  particularly  his  children,  being  at 
his  difpofal  for  their  benefit,  as  entitled  to  the 
fame  privileges^  or  means  of  grace  and  religion^ 
as  himfelf— z/'  not  expressly  prohibited. 

Mr.  B.  availing  himfelf  of  Limborch's  con- 
ceflion,  that  the  argument  from  the  account  of 
houfeholds  being  baptized,  amounts  to  no  more 
than  a  bare  probability  that  there  were  any  infants 
baptized  as  well  as  adults  in  thofe  families ;  feems 
to  forget  that  a  bare  probability  (ccet.  par,)  is 
very  fiifficient  to  influence  an  impartial  mind. 
For  if  one  fide  of  a  queftion  be  only  barely 
PROBABLE,  all  things  confidered,  the  other  fide 
furely  is  fo  far  improbable.  "  It  may  admit 
of  a  query,"  fays  Mr.  B.  "  whether,  in  this 
metropolis,  a  majority  of  houfeholds  have  any 
mere  infants  in  them."  Granted  :  but  will  it 
admit  of  a  query,  whether  three  families  for  one 
in  the  metropolis,  or  in  any  city,  town,  or  parifh 
in  the  kingdom  \  or,  more  properly,  in  thofe  parts 
of  the  world,  and  that  age,  which  thefe  pafiages 
refer  to,  had  any  ?  Our  argument  fairly  refi;s  not 
on  ONE  family  feparately  confidered,  but  on  the 
THREE  unitedly.  Otherwife,  could  we  produce  a 
thoufand  infiances  out  of  the  facred  records  of  a 
perfon's  houfeholds  or  all  his,  being  baptized,  Mr. 
B.'s  mode  of  arguing  would  leave  the  probability 
the  very  fame ;    which   is  abfurd. 

As  to  what  is  urged  from  thefe  phrafes—"  EU 
kanah  and  KLi*  his  house  went   up   to  offer  unto 

the 
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the  Lord  the  yearly  facrifice,     A  nobleman  at  Ca- 
pernaum believed^  and  his  whole   house.     Cor- 
nelius/t'^r^^  God  with  ALL    HIS  HOUSE.     U'^mly 
talkers  fuhvert    whole   houses.      Paul    and   his 
companion  /pake    the    zuord  of    the    Lord  to  the 
Phiiippian  jailor,    and    to   all  that    were   in  his 
houfe.     He^  believing   in   God,   reJG2ced,  with  all 
HIS    house.      Te  know   the   house    of  Stephanas^ 
that     IT   is    the   first    fruits     of   Achaia, 
and  that  they  have  addi^ed  themfelves  to  the  minif- 
try  of   the  faints* —VLud  the   like;    let    any    un- 
prejudiced mind  refle6l,  whether  fuch  phrafes  be 
not  perfeSfly  confident  with  our  account  of  houfe- 
holds ;    nay,   whether  they  do    not  dire6lly  tend 
to  efiabli/h  it.      For  is  not  this  an  idea  mofl  na- 
turally  fuggefted,  — that  religion,  according  to  the 
facred  oracles,  as   well  as  from  the  reafonablencfs 
of  the  thing,    is,  tho'  internally  confidered  a  per^ 
fonal  concern,  yet  as  externally  profefled  2l  fa?jiily 
concern.      Do  not  fuch    paflages   intimate,    and 
more  than  barely  intimate,  that  no  furer  do  the 
means  of    grace  belong    to   a  perfon,  than  they 
belong  to  his  hovfehold  as  fuch?  —  "In  all  which 
examples,"  fays  Mr.  B.  "  infants  muft  be  except- 
ed ||."       If   by   examples     he    intends   the  anions 
connected    with    the    univerfal    terms,     "   whole- 
houfe,    all   his    houfe,     &c.'*   fuch  as,    "   all  his 
houfe   went  up   to  offer,    his  whole  houfe  helieved,. 
all  his   houfe  feared  God,    unruly   talkers  fubvert 

whoi'e 

•  I  Sam.  1.   II,      Joh»  iv,  53,    Afts  x.  a.     Tit.  i.   11,  la, 
Adh  xvi*  32}  34«  and  xviii.  8.     i  Cor.  xvi,  15. 

I  P«dob.  Exam.  p«  369, 
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whole  houfes,  Paul  /pake  the  word  to  all  in  a 
houfe,**  and  fo  on  ;  it  is  manifeft  fuch  examples 
are  nothing  to  the  purpofe.  For  our  arguments 
do  not  imply^  what  fuch  a  remark  feems  alone 
calculated  to  fhew,  that  we  afcribe  to  infants 
what  they  are  naturally  incapable  of.  But  if  by 
**  examples''  he  means  the  univerfal  terms,  "all, 
whole,  &c.'*  as  being  the  fuhjeSIs  of  thofe  actions, 
and  therefore  there  could  be  710  infants  in  thofe 
families;  our  atithor  confutes  himfelf:  for  he 
owns  "  it  is  not  uncommon  for  the  facred  writers 
"  to  aflert  this,  or  the  other,  concerning  a  houfe- 
"  hold,  without  any  exprefs  limitation ;  which 
"  is  manifeftly  meant  of  only  the  greater  part  *." 
His  "  examples,"  therefore,  neither  tend  to  ihew 
that  there  were  no  infants  in  the  houfeholds  in 
queftion,  nor,  fuppofmg  there  were  any,  that 
they  were  not  baptized.  Not  the  former ;  for  in 
the  very  examples  he  produces,  there  might  have 
been  infants,  from  his  own  concejfwn^  provided 
the  greater  part  be  adults.  Not  the  latter  \  for 
that  an  infant  fhould  be  baptized  implies  no 
impoffibility^  as  the  aSiions  in  the  "  examples " 
produced  do  ;  nor  any  thing  improbable  without 
begging  the  queftion  in  debate.  What  the  ob- 
jeclion  really  proves,  is  what  no  one  ever  denied, 
—  that  there  7nay  be  families  without  infants!  To 
which  we  beg  leave  to  make  a  reply  fuitable  to 
its  importance  —  there  may  be  families  with  in- 
fants. But  is  it  not  probable  that  in  three  fami- 
lies 
*  Ibid. 
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//Vj. there  was  an  infant  or  a  young  child?  And 
is  it  not  very  probable^  it  infants  were  capable 
of  the  rite  of  baptifm  as  v/ell  as  the  parents, 
that  they  were  baptized? — But  what  do  I  fay? 
will  not  the  following  objedlion  marr  the  whole  ? 
"If  our  oppofers  would  be  tnie  to  their 
"  argument,  by  a<$ling  confidently  with  it,  thej 
"  mufl,  when  called  to  br.ptize  the  majler  of  a 
"  family,  adminifter  the  fame  ordinance  to  his 
"  wtfe^  his  children^  and  his  domejl'icks^  without 
"  exception,  if  not  baptized  before,  whether 
"  they  profefs  repentance  towards  God,  and 
"  faith  in  Chrifl,  or  not*."  No,  this  is  not 
a  legitimate  confequence.     For 

1.  Tho'  a  mafter  has  a  right  over  his  chil- 
dren, and  in  fome  xneafure  his  other  domeflicks, 
for  their  good  and  benefit,  thjis  does  not  imply 
tiiat  he  ought  to  a(Sl  the  tyrant,  to  force  the 
confcience,  or  to  ufe  compulfion  in  religious 
matters. 

2.  Our  argument,  and  our  adling  confiflently 
with  it,  require  no  fuch  promifcuous  and  unrea- 
fonable  proceedings  as  the  objecSlion  infmuates. 
The  law  by  which  we  fuppofe  a  parent  or  a 
mailer  ought  to  be  ruled  in  thofe  cafes  is  this  — 
that  he  benefit  his  children,  and  all  his^  as 
they  are  capable.     And  accordingly  v.e  infift, 

3.  That  infancy  is  no  greater  objedion  to 
baptifm,  than  to  profelytifm  or  circumcifion,  that 
is,  is  no  juft  plea  of  exclufion  at  all ;  whereas 
an  oppofition  to  Chrift,  his   gofpel,  and  the  means 

of 
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of  grace,  is  a  reafonable  and  fcriptural  ground 
of  exclufion.  No  man  has  a  right  to  force 
another,  in  matters  of  judgment  and  confcience, 
in  proportion  as  that  other  has  a  right  to  judge 
for  himfelf,  even  in  the  moft  advantageous  and 
momentous  concerns.  And  that  there  may  be 
adult  perfons  in  a  family,  whofe  unalienable  right 
of  private  judgment  overbalances  the  authority 
and  right  of  the  domeftick  head,  I  fuppofe  none 
will  deny.     Hence  we  conclude,  that 

4.  Tho*  the  promife  and  its  initiatory  feal  may 
be  rejeSfed  by  fome  of  a  man's  domefticks,  yet 
that  thefe  were  intended  and  diredled  to  him  and 
to  ALL  uis-as  fuch ',  and  confequently  that  this 
is  a  fufficient  reafon  for  us  to  conclude,  that 
ALL  of  them  are  entitled  thereto,  ceconomically, 
who  do  not  reje^  the  counfel  of  God  againft  , 
themfelves,  as  the  Pharifees  and  lawyers  did, 
Luke  vii.  29,  30*. 

§  52.  Among 

*  "  When  Zaccheus,  who  was  not  by  birth  a  fon  of  Abraham, 
**  but  a  /inner,  a  Gentile,  was  thus  converted,  Chrift  enlargeth  his 
**  COVENANT  to  his  family  alfo  —  This  dai  is  falvation  come  to  tbii 
*'  HOUSE,  in  as  much  as  he  a!Jo  is  a  fon  of  Abraham,  Luke  xix.  9,— • 
**  He  makes  [his  believing  in  Chrift]  the  reafon  why  his  house 
*<  fnould  be  faved  alfo,  and  fo  the  ccvenant  ftuck  with  them  of  his 
**  family  likewife,  hccaufe  the  father  cf  the  family  ivas  noto  a  believer, 
<*  — And  let  me  add  this,  that  as  Chrift  once  before  in  the  conver- 
**  fion  of  the  Centurion,  the  firft-friiits  of  the  Gentiles,  (Matt,  viii  ) 
"  did  firft  break  open  the  treafury  of  the  Gentiles'  con^erfionj  fo 
"  upon  occafion  of  this  man's  converfion  afterwards,  he  fhews  the 
**  pri'vilege  of  the  Gentiles  luben  converted  —  ftiewing  how  their  cove- 
*♦  nant  was  to  run  by  households,  in  a  conformity  to  Abraham's 
<*  family  at  fiift. — Thus  in  like  manner,  when  the  apofllcs  carre  to 
**  preach    the  gofpej  to  a  Gentiie  boufehoidcrt  ma/ler  or   father  of  a 
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'  §  52.  Among  thofe  paflages  "which  tend  to 
Ihew  in  what  kn(Q  the  apoftles  underftood  their 
commifTion  with  refped  to  the  Jewifh  and  Gentile 
nations,  is  Rom.  xi.  11 — 31.  on  which  I  would 
offer  the  following  refle6lions. 

I.  Nothing 

"  f'^^'b)  ^^cy  carried  the  cfier  of  it  in  tbh  unour,  and  in  the  way  of 
**  ti>!t  privilege,  as  a  motive  to  converfion. — In  the  New  Teftament 
**  we  find  11}  the   eTjeni  (which   frill    anfwers    to  promtfa)  that  the 
"  gcfpel  fpread  itfelf  thro*  tvkole  kousiholds,  this  being  the  tenure 
**  of  our  nvenant  — Now  then,    when    the  covenant  thus  runs  with 
**  the  beads    of  boufes   for  the  families  themfelves,  I  argue   thus  from 
**  thence  for  their  cbildren.  That    they  muft   needs   be   included  and 
**  intended  in  a  more  j|/>faW  manner  j  for  they  are  the  «a/ar^/ branche?, 
*'  and  fervants  but  engrafted,  as  was  faid  of  the  Jews  and   Gentiles  in 
'*  the  like  cafe. — The  houfe  of   Aaron  and   his   children,  are  put  for 
**  one  and  the  fame,  Pf.  cxv,  12,  15.     In  like  phrafe  of  fpeech  Leah 
"  and  Rachel  in  bringing  foith  children,  are  faid  to  build  up  the  houfe 
"  of  Ifrae),  Ruth   iv.    11.     And   fo    the   word  HOUSE  is  u fed  for, 
*^  fofierity  in  all  languages.     And  fcr  the   fuither  confirmation  of  this, 
**  namely,  that  this  tenure  of  the  Gentiles'  covenant  in   a  conformity 
*•  to  Abraham's,  fhould    run   thus    hy  families  from  the  httids  there- 
*'  of,  this  doth  fully  fuit  with  the  original  promife  made  to  Abraham 
**  himfelf,  when  the  fcripture   foiefaw  (as  Paul's  phrafe  is)  that  the 
**  Gentiles  fhculd   be  juftified — as  bis  feed.     The  prom.ife  (Gen.  xii, 
*•  3.;  runs   '\Ti   thefe    terms.   In    thee  Jhall  0II  the  FAUlLlzt    of  the 
*'  earth  be  bhfjed -^  as  elfewhere   (Gen,  xviii.  18.  and  xxii.  j8.)  it  run* 
"  in  thefe   terms.    All  the  nations    of  the   tart b  Jhall  be  bkfj'cdt 
"  Thefe  expreflions  are   both   ufed  j — to  /hew,  the  feed  Hiould  be  of 
"   z\\  nations    and  people  ^   yet   fo,  as  withal,  the  covenant  was  to  run 
**  j!^yflr;;7/>j  in  thofe  nations.     Therefore  the  New  Teftament  quotes 
**  it   in  both   fcnfes.     Gal.  iii.  8.    fays  7ra*Ta  Tct,   i^nr,,   all  nations^ 
**  — A^s  iii   25.  en  'Trocl^ul,  /atbericodt  of  the  earth, 

*'  And  further; — this  was  the  primitn/e  and  natural  church  xvay^ 
"  Tinder  the  Laiv  cf  nature  afore  Mofes  5  unto  which  therefore  for 
*•  ever  Gcd  bath  fuiledi  \.\\k  family  ccvtnunty  and  in  Abraham  ratified 
**  and  far,£lified  it  to  the  end  of  the  world. — And  the  reafon  why  God 
*'  chcfe  this  of  z  family  Xjo  convey  the  covenant  by,  was,  that  ih  s  foci- 
"  cly  was  the  cnly  naiurel  fociety  of  all  others,  and  therefore  Gcd  did 

"  always 
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I.  Nothing  lefs  feems  implied  by  the  apof- 
t]e,  than  that  the  converfion  of  the  Gentiles  was 
inrerided  to  be  national^  as  appears  from  the 
Wiioie  of  his  reafoning.  That  is,  he  confiders 
them  as  a  people^  or  as  a  hody^  in  the  fame  fenfe 
as  the  Jews  were  fo.  All  muft  allow  his  idea 
is  a  colle^ive  one ;  and  we  further  infift,  that  the 
individuals  or  members  of  the  gentile  or  gofpel 
church  here  defcribed  cannot  be  adults  exclujively. 
His  idea  of  the  gentile  church  is  fuch  as  cannot 
agree  to  a  company  of  adult  believers,  or  the 
Antipoedobaptift  notion  of  the  gofpel  church. 
And  if  this  aflertion  be  made  good,  either  they 
or  Paul  muft  be  wrong.  Let  us  briefly  analyze 
and  inveftigate  the  apoflle's  reafoning. 

(I)  He 

**  always  choofe  it  throughout  all  ftates  of  the  ch;irch, — God  herein 
<*  engrafting  (  as  he  ufcs  to  do  grace  on  nature  in  our  fpirits,  when 
*'  he  converts  us,  fo )  his  covenant  of  grace  upon  this  eovenant  of 
'*  nature  to  lun  in  the  channel  of  it."  Sec  Dr.  Thomas  Good- 
win's Works,  Vol.  ii,  p.  391,  3c,t,  303. — But  let  the  lefs  informed 
reader  carefully  diftingui/h,  in  judging  of  God's  covenant  to  man,  to 
families,  &C4  \it^^Nztn  iht  exbibttion  made  znA  the  grace  poj/iffid*  The 
prefent  controverfy  has  to  do  immediately  only  with  tint  former  ^  which 
is  alonty  ftriftly  fpeaking,  the  foundation  of  a  finner's  encouragement  to 
draw  near  to  God  for  mercy,  grace,  and  every  needful  blefling.  As 
to  the  notion  of  hereditary  grace  pojfejftd^  as  if  tbh  defcended  from 
father  to  fon,  it  is  equally  unfcriptural  and  abfurd.  That  the  Lord 
/hould  condefcend  to  declare,  that  he  ivill  be  a  God  unto  tne,  and 
mine,  is  one  thing  (and  how  unfpeakable  the  priirilege!  )  3  but  for  me 
to  conclude  from  thence  that  I  am  pojjejjcd  of  grace,  or  a  perfon 
tHually  jufiifedy  would  be  highly  prefumpt'jous.  He  is  my  God,  that 
J  may  bzlieve,  &c.  j  but  not  that  1  may  conclude  upon  my  Jiate 
as  if  it  proved  try  jufifcathttyttc^  And  yet,  w hen  from  juft  premifes 
I  infer  my  jufiifed  fiatty  I  may  fafely  call  the  Lord  "  mj  Cod "  in 
the  viiTt  ptiuUar  and  diioiminatiog  itn.k% 
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(i)  He  employs  fuch  general  terms^  in  con- 
trafting  the  gofpel  church  with  the  Jewifh,  as, 
we  apprehend,  would  be  very  improper  to  ex- 
prefs  any  other  church  (late,  than  that  which 
agrees  to  a  body  of  people,  comprehending  old 
and  young.  Thus  he  ufes  the  terms  Gentile  s^ 
or  nations ;    the  world  -,    Ifrael-,   Sec. 

(2)  The  manner  in  which  he  contra/is  the 
partial  fall-,  and  the  compleat  rejloration  of  the 
Jews  j  as  alfo  the  different  flates  of  the  Jews 
and  the  Gentiles;  is  incompatible  with  that  hy- 
pothefes  which  we  oppofe. 

(3)  His  figurative  illujlration  of  the  Jev/idi 
and  gofpel  churches,  affords  another  argument  in 
favour  of  our  view  of  the  fubjecl.  He  fpeaks 
of  the  two  churches  as  the  root  and  branches 
of  a  tree;  and  the  lopping  off  anfwers  to  the 
grafting  in. 

{4)  The  affignahle  caufe  of  the  Jews'  rejec- 
tion, unbeliefs  and  the  remedial  means  of  their 
reinftatement,  believing^  are  mentioned  in  fuch  a 
connexion  and  light,  as  cannot  be  underftood  of 
their  fubje6ls  as  individuals^  but  as  a  body  of  people^ 
confifcing  of  old  and  young,  parents  and  children. 
Their  unbelief  confifted  in  the  general  and  nati^ 
onal  reje^ion  of  the  Mefliah;  and  their  faith,  the 
only  mean  of  their  defirable  reinftatement,  muft 
confift  in  a  general  reception  of  Chrift. 

(5)  The  univerfality  of  their  future  converfton 
is  reprefented  in  fuch  a  manner  as  totally  difa- 
grees  with   the    Antipadobaptift   view   of   gofpel 

privileges 


Ch.  3.  SuhjeSis  of  Baptlfm,  359 

privileges  in  general,   and  church-memberfhip  in, 
particular. 

(6)  As  xhtir  Jianding  before  their  renunciation 
of  the  Meffiah  was  compJeat^  like  a- perfect  olive 
tree  confifting  of  root  and  branch,  or  like  the 
vine  which  God  brought  out  of  Egypt,  planted 
in  Canaan,  and  which  covered  the  whole  land 
with  its  luxuriant  ramifications;  fo  their  liaving 
quiit3d  that  ftanding  is  reprefented .  by  the  apoftle 
in  fuch  a  manner  as  to  fliew  them  highly  blame- 
able  and  criminaL  That  ftanding^  then.  Was 
what  they  ought  to  have  maintained ;  therefore 
it  was  not  any  peculiarity  of  covenant  relation 
defigned  to  ce  fe  and  to  be  annihilated  under 
the  Meffiah.  Whatever  they  were  before  their 
national  unbelief,  their  fluinhling^  and  diminijhing ; 
whatever  that  fulnefs  was  they  fell  from^  on  ac  - 
count  of  which  they  are  here  reprefented  as 
faulty  and  fmful;  it  inevitably  follows,  that  it 
was  fuch  a  fianding  and  fulnefs  as  the  gofpel 
was  not  intended  to  abolifh,  but  was  calculated 
to  eftablifh  and  promote.  But  what  could  fuch 
a  fianding  and  compleat  fulnefs  or  abundance 
be  ?  Was  it  their  flanding^  faft  in  perfonal  pie- 
ty? Was  it  their  abounding  in  adult  believers^ 
■when  it  was  attempted  to  prevent  their  down- 
fall? Was  it  any  peculiar  privilege  dengned  to 
laft  until  the  Meffiah  came,  and  no  longer?  No: 
neither  of  thefe  fuppofitions  can  poffibly  be  true. 
Not  the  two  firfi^  —  iov  they  are  contradicted  by 
plain  matter  of  fa£l;  nor  the  lafl^—ior  it  is 
incontrovertibly  implied^  that    if   they    left    their 

(landing, 
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landing,  and  loft  their  fulnefs,  it  was  owing  to 
their  fin,  their  hlindnefs^  Sec,  and  on  the  other 
hand,  if  they,  as  a  nation  or  body  of  people, 
received  the  Redeemer,  their  fall  and  diminution 
would  be  prevented. 

In  (hort,  from  the  very  dawn  of  gofpel  light 
nothing  elfe  was  intended  than  their  ?iational  fal- 
vation^  or  continued  church-relation  to  God  as  a 
body  at  large.  To  this  tended  the  flaming  zeal 
of  John  the  Baptift;  to  this  tended  the  vene- 
rable miniftry  of  the  Son  of  God,  and  the  con- 
ftant  efforts  of  his  miniftring  difciples,  under  his 
dire£tion;  to  this  tended  the  unwearied  labours, 
fervent  prayers,  and  affeflionate  exhortations  of 
his  infpired  apoftles ;  and  efpecially  after  this 
Paul  ardently  purfued;  to  accomplifh  this  he 
could  wijh  hhnfelf  accurfed  jrom  Chrifiy  and  for 
non-fuccefs  herein  he  had  great  heavinefs  and 
continual  forrow  in  his    heart,    (Rom.  ix.   2,   3.) 

But,  if  this  was  the  real  avowed  intendment 
of  the  gofpel  miniftry,  which  Mr.  B.  neither 
does,  nor,  I  prefume,  can  deny,  relative  to  all 
the  inhabitants  of  Judea ;  it  follows  from  the 
whole  drift  of  the  apoftle's  argumentation —  from 
the  general  terms  he  employs  —  from  the  contrajl 
he  draws — and  from  his  figurative  illufirations 
and  comparifons,  — that  the  real  avowed  intend- 
ment of  the  gofpel  miniftiy  among  the  Gentiles 
or  all  the  nations  of  the  world,  is  nothing  \t{s 
extenfive  than  their  national  fahation^  that  is, 
their  external   church- relation  to  -Cod  as  bodies 

at 
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at  large,   comprehenfive  of  all  ages   and   defcrip- 
tions  of  mankind  *, 

Moreover  :  the  future  fidnefs  of  the  Jews, 
to  be  accompliflied  by  their  embracing  Jefus 
Chrift  as  their  MelTiah,  will  rein/late  them  ia 
their  former  pofition,  ver.  23.  Jnd  they  alfo^  if 
they  abide  not Ji ill  in  unbelief  Jhall  be  grafted  in 
AGAIN.  "  Grafted  in  again  1" —how  ?  reinjiate 
them  !  in  what  ?  No  folid  anfwer  but  one  can 
be  alligned,  viz.  In  all  thofe  church-privikge^ 
which  they  enjoyed,  as  a  general  body  of  people, 
excepting  what  was  merely  typical  and  ceremonial. 
But  the  church-memberjhip  of  infants  and  chil- 
dren was  not  fuch  ;  it  was  before  Mofes,  before 
Abraham,  more  ancient  than  the  flood,  yes, 
coeval  with  the  firfl:  family  in  the  world.  There- 
fore, this  will  be  a  part  of  the  reflored  privilege. 
While  they  continue  to  renounce  all  conneclloa 
with  Chrift  the  Life  of  the  tree,  his  church, 
they  muft  needs  be  withered  branches;  but,  re- 
R  ceiving 

*  The  infpired  prophets     **   extol  not    merely   the   inherent  ex- 

•*  cellence,   but  toide  extent^    of   the  heavenly    kingdooi.      When- 

**  ever  the  profpe£t   rifes  before   them,  and  it  was  ofren  prefented  to 

«  their  view,   their  heart  glows  with  inftant  rapture  at    the  fplendid 

**  fcene  j  the  powers  of  language   are  exhaufted  to  Convey  their  lofty 

"  conceptions  of  thofe  days  of  gladnefs,  wh;n  all  nations  whom  tlie 

"  Lord  hath  made  fliall   turn  unto   him,  and  walk  in  the   light  of 

**  his  holy  word.     We  do   not   aflert,  that  in  order  to  warrant  the 

'  "  expreflions  ufed   on  this  occafion,  it  is  ncccflaty    that  every  indi- 

**  vidual  of  the   human    fpecies    /hould  feive  God  with  a  pure  heart 

**  and  faith  unfeigned  :    but  if  the  whale  ract  fhall   not  hereafter  be, 

**  what   they  have    not  yet   been,  visibli    members  of    tux 

\  **  CHURCH    or   Christ,  language   is   ufelefs,  and   words   have   n» 

f  *•  meaning,*'     Cmubton's  Fampton's  Ledlures,   Serm,  vii,  p.  2*3. 
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ceiving  him,  both  the  branches  and  their  buds 
(liall  vegetate  again  in  the  vifible  univerfal  church. 

Mr.  B.  in  his  Reflexion  on  ver.  16.  fays  :  "  Here 
*'  it  may  be  obferved,  that  baptifm  is  not  the  fub- 
"  je6l  of  Paul's  difcourfe."  Granted  :  but  he  muft 
grant  alfo  in  his  turn,  that  church-memherjhlp  and 
church-privileges  are  the  fubjecl  of  Paul's  difcourfe. 
And  he  will  find  it  too  difficult  to  fhew,  that  bap  • 
tifm  is  not  included  therein  ;  which  leads  me  to 
another  reflection,  viz. 

§  52.  2.  That  the  apoftle's  reafoning  necef- 
farily  includes  infant  bapifm.  It  has  been  I  think 
demonftrated,  in  the  laft  feilion,  that  infant 
church-memberfhip  and  privileges  are  included 
in  his  reafoning ;  that  the  chriftian  church  both 
of  Gentiles  and  Jews,  muft,  according  to  him, 
be  made  up  in  a  great  meafure  of  infants  and 
children.  That  is  to  fay,  the  gofpel  miniftry 
or  difpenfation  defigns  and  intends^  \\\  its  own 
nature,  nothing  fhort  of  this.  But  if  fo,  the  con- 
fequence  is  evident,  that  they  are  iniitUd  thereto 
by  the  very  nature  of  the  gofpel  church,  and  a 
divijie  grant.  According  to  Paul,  that  is,  accor- 
ding to  the  genuine  fpirit  and  native  tendency 
of  the  gofpel ;  according  to  the  IVill  of  God-,  ac- 
cording to  the  laft  will  and  teftament  of  Jefus, 
which  he  fealed  with  his  own  blood ;  and  accor- 
ding to  the  witnefs  of  the  fpirit  o(  truth,  by  whofe 
infallible  dire£lion  Paul  reafoncd  and  wrote, — 
infants  have  a  right  of  church-memberfhip  with 
their  parents.  But  who  fees  not,  that  if  they 
have  that  right,  they  have,  of  courfe,  a  right  to 
baptifm,   the    ceremony  of    initiation.     To    deny 

this 
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this  would  be  as  ridiculous  as  to  fay,  that  a  man 
and  his  family  have  a  legal  right  to  a  houfe, 
but  dare  not  enter  it  thro'  the  door,  the  only 
door,  that  leads  to  it ;  or,  that  he  has  a  legal  right 
to  certain  premifes,  but  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  ways  and  avenues  leading  thereto. 

The  apoftle  fays  (Rom.  xi.  i&.)  For  if  the 
frfl  fruit  be  HOLY,  the  lump  is  alfo  holy  :  and 
if  the  root  b?  holy,  so  are  the  branches.  On 
which  Mr.  B.  reflects,  that  the  word  holy  is 
mentioned,  "  in  reference  to  the  ancient  patriarchs^ 
''  efpecially  Abraham :  in  reference  to  thofe  con- 
"  verted  Jews,  that  were  the  firjl  fruits  of  a 
"  chriftian  miniflry :  and  in  reference  to  the  fu- 
"  ture  converfion  of  Abraham's  poflerity,  in  the 
"  latter  day."  And  immediately  infers,  "  that 
"  the  palTage  has  no  regard  to  any  chriftian  pa- 
"  rent,  as  a  root ;  or  to  his  infant  offspring,  as 
«  branches  arifmg  from  itf."  But  how  do  the 
premifes,  fuppofmg  them  unexceptionable,  fup- 
port  his  conclufion  ?  For  fuppofe  ihtfirji  fruit 
be  the  ancient  patriarchs^  were  not  thofe  their  de- 
fcendants  who  received  the  Mefliah  a  part  of  the 
Lump  or  confecrated  mafs  ?  Or,  muft  vv^e  fay, 
that  their  reception  of  him,  and  fubmiffion  to 
his  righteous  government,  made  them  an  unholy^ 
or  hfe  holy,  part  of  that  Lump  ?  It  cannot  be 
denied,  that  what  is  here  called  the  lump  intends 
the  defendants  of  thefe  patriarchs  as  fuch,  with- 
o"ut  any  exception  of  infants ;  the  i/fints^  there- 
fore, of  their  defcendants,  who  had  not  as  yet 
embraced  the  Mefflah,  were  of  the  holy  lump, 
and  fliall  thofe  parts  of  the  fame  mafs  be  pro- 
R  2  no u  need 
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nounced  unholy^  because   of  their  parents'  obe- 
dient faith  ?      While  to-day  the  parent  rejeSis  the 
Melilah,    he  and    his  children  are  parts  of  the 
holy  lutnp   aHke;    but   to-morrow   the    parent   em^ 
braces  the  fame  invaluable   bleffing,  and  he  con- 
tinues in  his  privilege,  and  has  it  greatly  increafed^ 
but  his  CHILDREN  —  ftiil  the  defceiidants  of  Abra- 
ham,  and,    were    it  not  for  their  parents' faith  f 
would   ftill     be   hofy'-^his  children  become  unholy. 
While  they  were  holy^  it  was  their  privilege^  for 
in  that  view  the  apoftle  fpeaks  of   it.     But  lo ! 
on  Antipcedobaptift  principles,  the  parents'  faithy 
makes  the  child  unholy !     The  parent's  promotion^ 
degrades  the  child  !  "  He  that   can   believe  it  let 
him  believe  it." 

Again:    fuppofing    x\\q  firji  fruit    to   intend 
the   firll  Jewifn  converts    to   chriftianity;    it   flill 
follows  that  the  whole  ?7iafs^  of  which  they  are   a 
part,  is  holy  :  and  it  appears  from  the  fcope  of  the 
pa/Tage,  that  this  holinefs  of  the  lump  is  not  what 
Jhall  hereajter  take  place,    as   the  effe5i  of  gofpel 
preaching;    but  is  reprefented    as    the    encoura- 
ging reafon  why  the  gofpel  ought  to  be  preached 
to   them.      The  apoftle's  argument,  it  feems,  is 
not,  Inafmuch   as    fome    Jews  do    now    believe, 
this   is  a  token  and  pledge    that  Abraham's  pof- 
tcrity   at  large  Jhall  believe  hereafter:  but  rather, 
—  becaufe   the    other   parts   of   the   lump  are   no 
hfs   holy  than  that  which  received  the  Mefliah  ; 
therefore  there   was    an  encouraging  profpedl    o£^ 
their  converfion  alfo.     But   if  this  be  denied,  the 
cafe   is  ftill   worfe.     For   if   it  be  faid,  that  the 
Jewifli  converts  to  chriflianity  were  the  firfl  fruit 

in 
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ill  reference  to  the  future  cliurch  ftate  of  all  If- 
racl ;  and  that  the  confecration  of  the  part  fanc- 
tified  the  whole :  it  then  follows,  contrary  to  what 
our  opponents  are  willing  to  allow,  that  the  uncon- 
verted are  fanSfified^  or  made  holy^  by  being  on- 
ly related  to  chriftians;  and  if  fo,  for  the  fame 
reafon  children  may  be  faid  to  be  fanclified  or 
holy  by  their  relation  to  chriftian  parents.  For 
to  fay,  that  the  retnote  pofterity  of  any  is  holy 
on  account  of  its  relation  to  him,  but  not  his 
immediati  defcendants  who  ar^  more  nearly  and 
clofely  related  to  him,  is,  1  fuppofe,  fufficiently 
abfurd.  I  now  appeal  to  the  intelligent  and 
impartial  reader,  whether  this  is  not  a  fair  and 
full  reply  to  Mr.  B's  obje6lion. 

But  as  it  is  my  profefTed  defign  not  only  to 
confute  error,  but  alfo  to  inveftigate  truth,  it  may 
be  proper  to  inquire,  what  is  the  real  import  of 
the  term  holy,  here  ufed  by  St.  Paul?  ''  By 
holy  is  here  meant,"  fays  Mr.  Locke,  "  that 
relative  holinefs  whereby  any  thing  hath  an  ap- 
propriation to  Godf.*'  Or,  more  particularly, 
we  may  fay,  A  holy  perfon,  in  the  relative  fenfe 
of  that  word,  is  one  to  whom  God  gives  a  co- 
venant grant  of  mercy  and  the  means  of  grace, 
and  in  virtue  of  which  grant  he  is  appropriated 
to  God.  This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  leading 
idea  of  the  term,  and  its  precife  import  in  the 
prefent  connection ;  tho'  fometimes  ufed  in  a  dif- 
ferent fenfe.  For  if  the  whole  nation  of  the 
Jews  was  holy  in  the  apoftolic  age,  the  whole  mafs 
R  3  as 
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as  well  as  tlie  firfi  fruity  the  natural  hranches  as 
v/ell  as  the  root^  as  the  apoftle  aflerts ;  if  the 
future  defcendants  of  Abraham  and  the  patriarchs 
are  to  be  regarded  as  holy^  as  Mr.  B.  allows, 
and  for  which  reafon  they  are  not  to  be  defpifed 
and  infulted  by  the  Gentiles  j  then  the  prefent 
Jews  are  {:>  in  the  like  fenfe :  except  we  hold 
that  the  both  ends  of  a  genealogical  chain  has  an 
apprcpriation  to  God,  while  the  intermedicde  links 
are  unclean.  Which  is  the  fame  thing  as  to  fay, 
that  this  genealogical  chain  is  at  once,  and  in 
the  fame  refpe£i:,  a  conduSlor  and  a  non-conductor 
of  this  relative  holinefs. 

But  what  is  deferving  of  particular  notice  is, 
that  there  are  feveral  degrees  of  relative  holinefs  ; 
and  that,  in  fcripture  eftimation,  a  perfon  may 
be,  relatively,  holy  in  one  fenfe,  while  unclean  m 
another.  Accordingly,  in  a  very  general  fenfe, 
no  ?nan  is  to  be  deemed  unclean  under  the  gofpel 
difpenfation  (A6ts  x.  28.),  but  every  mcwy  v-^he^ 
ther  Jew  or  Gentile,  is  deemed  holy ;  i.  e.  in 
virtue  of  the  gofpel  gj-ant  of  mercy  and  the  means 
of  grace  to  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  the  Jews,  ail 
mankind  without  difcincSlion  of  nation  or  tribe, 
are  appropriated  to  God,  or  pointed  out  by  him 
as  the  intended  objecls  of  fuch  a  grant.  When 
the  command  was  given  to  preach  the  gofpel  to 
every  creature^  to  propofe  the  means  of  grace  to 
all  ?r,ankind^  th^y  were  virtually  declai'ed  holy^ 
and  not  dogs  as  before  reckoned.  The  proinifey 
or  covenant  grant,  is  now  not  only  to  the  Jews 
and  their  children,  but  to  all  that  are  afar  off\  for 
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all  the  nations   are    as  much  the   defigned  objeds 
of  the  call,    as    the  inhabitants   of   Judea    were 
when  the  apoftle  wrote;    and  when  any  are  ac- 
tually among  the    called^    that  defign  is  in   them 
accomplilhed. — Now,  when  incorporated  with  the 
vifible  church,   they    are   termed   holy  in  a    more 
particular  fenfe.      They  are  then   more  particu- 
larly appropriated  to  God  ;  the  promife  is  to  them 
more  direftly;    they   are   more  exprefsly   intitled 
to   all  the  means  of  grace    and   falvation,  accor- 
ding to  their  capacity.     And,  compared  with   this 
degree   of   relative   holinefs,   thofc    who   are   holy 
in  the  former  fenfe,  are   yet  unclean.       Thus   an 
idolater  and  his  family  in  the  one  fenfe,  that   is, 
in  reference  to  any  divine  prohibition^  or   any  ex^ 
clufwe  claufe  in   the   covenant,  promife,   or  grant 
of   mercy,    is   no    longer    common    or  unclean, 
but    relatively   holy.      Yet    in    reference    to     the 
called^  the   incorporated  members   of    the    vifible 
church,  the  fame  idolater  and   his  family  are  mt 
holy  but   unclean.       The  one   is  holy  becaufe  he 
may  partake^  in  virtue  of    a    divine  appointment ; 
the   other    is    more     holy    (and    in    comparifen    ot 
whom   the  former  is  unclean)    becaufe  he  actu- 
ally does    partake   of   general    church-memberfliip 
and  privileges,  and   therefore  baptifm. 

I  SAY  general  church-memberiliip,  to  diftin- 
guifh  it  from  that  which  belongs  to  any  particular 
congregation,  or  even  denomination  of  chrifti- 
ans.  For  tho'  we  contend  that  baptifm  is  the 
rite  of  adixiiflion  iuto  the  univerfal  church  of 
R   4  Chrifl 
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Chrifl,  or  general  body  of  chriftians,  of  which 
all  denominations  of  chriftian  people  are  parts  ; 
yet  this  is  perfe(rt]y  confiftent  with  congregational 
worship  and  difcipline,  with  dilTenting  churches, 
and  the  independent  form  in  particular.  And 
this  indeed  the  pra6lice  of  independents  abun- 
dantly confirms,  for  when  they  admit  any  into. 
Jpeclal  memberihip,  it  is  im.material  whether  the 
parties  were  baptized  in  Ruflia  or  Italy,  in  Hol- 
land or  England ;  in  the  eltablifliment  or  among 
diiTcnteriS,  or  by  what  denomination  of  diiTenters  ; 
it  is  fufficient  in  that  refpe£t,  that  they  have 
been  recognized  general  church-members  by  bap- 
tifm.  The  other  m.emberfhip  is  not  to  conftitute 
them  profefled  chriftians,  but  is  intended  for  the 
better  promoting  of  their  edification,  in  a  man- 
ner as  near  as  poflible  to  the  intention  of  the 
infpired  rubrick. 

§  53.  Vv^E  now  proceed  to  exarfiine  another 
paiTage,  from  whence  we  may  gather,  in  what 
light  the  apofiles  viewed  the  children  of  believing, 
or  chriftian  parents;  and  that  is  i  Cor.  vii.  14. 
For  the  unbelieving  htijband  ii  Jan^ijied  by  the  xvife^ 
and  the  unbelie'ving  wife  is  fan^ified  by  the  hufiand : 
elfe  were  your  children  unclean  ;  but  now  are  they 
holy.  "  On  the  maturejl  and  moft  impartial 
**  confideration  cf  this  text,"  fays  Dr.  Dod- 
PRIDGF.,  ''  I  mufl  judge  it  to  refer  to  infant 
"  baptlfw.  Nothing  can  be  more  apparent,  than 
"  that  the  word  holy^  fignifies  perfons,  who  tnight 
"  be  admitted  to  partp.ke  of  the  dijiingwjhing  rites 
"  of    God's   people.       Compare   Exod.  xix.    6. 

<*  Deut. 
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"  Deut.  vii.  6.  chap.  xiv.  2.  chap.  xxvi.  19. 
"  chap,  xxxiii.  3.  Ezra  ix.  2.  with  Ifai.  xxxv. 
*'  8.  chap.  lii.  I.  A6i:s  x.  28.  &c.  And  as 
"  for  the  interpretation,  which  fo  many  of  our 
"  brethren  the  Baptifts  have  contended  for,  that 
"  holy  figaifies  legitimate^  and  unclean  illegitimate', 
"  (not  to  urge  that  this  feems  an  unfcriptural 
^*  fenfe  of  the  word)  nothing  can  be  more  evi- 
"  dent,  than  that  the  argument  will  by  no  means 
«  bear  it*."  It  was  not  without  reafon  that 
the  Do6lor  exprefTed  himfelf  with  fome  hmita- 
tion  refpecfting  the  interpretation  he  oppofes,  thus, 
"  which  fo  ma72y  of  our  brethren  the  Baptifts  *,'* 
for  they  are  by  no  means  agreed,  how  to  com- 
pafs  the  wrefting  of  this  text  from  the  Poedo- 
baptifts.  Dr.  S.  for  inftance,  is  of  opinion 
"  that  legitimacy  is  not  here  intended  f."  And. 
thus  he  affigns  his  reafons  for  diffenting  herein 
from  fome  of  his  brethren:  "  If  one  party's 
"  being  a  believer  makes  cohabitation  lawful, 
"  it  fliould  feem  to  follaw  as  a  natural  confe- 
"  quence,  that  when  neither  is  a  believer  co- 
"  habitation  is  unlawful;  which  is  a  propofi- 
"  tion  no  one  will  maintain.  But  (fays  he,)  let 
"  us  examine  the  queftion  refpeding  legitimacy 
"  a  little  more  attentively.  The  apoftle's  obje<5t 
"  in  this  context  was,  no  doubt,  to  dilTuadc 
**  thofe  chnftians  who  were  married  to  unbe- 
"  lievers  from  any  thoughts  of  a  feparation.  And. 
"  the  confideration  of  their  having  been  law- 
^  fully  married,  was  moft  certainly  a  good; 
**  argument  to  enforce  fuch  advice  j  and  the 
R  5  rather 

•  Fjun.    Expof.  /»  kit  t  Anf.  to  Dr.  A,  p.  3. 
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•  "  rather,  as  a  divorce    Vvould  be  likely  to  bring 

"  diilionour   on    their  offspring,    in   the  opinion 

"  of  thofe  who  might  aot  know  the  true  ^eaufe 

"  of  it.     But   if   he    meant  to    urge  thiar  argu- 

**•  ment,    it  is  fcarce   imaginable    he    would  de- 

*'  fcribe  the  lawfulnefs  of  the    marriage  contract 

**  by  the  phrafe  of  the  unbelieving  hujband's  being 

^^  fan^lfied   by    the  wife^   and  the   unbelieving  wife 

«  by    the    hujhand -^     fince     the    validity    of    the 

*'  marriage  did  not,  could  not,  in  the  nature  of 

"  the    thing,  depend    upon  one    party*s   being  a 

*'  believer.      Whether    he    or  flie  were   or  were 

*'  not  a  believer,  the  marriage  would  have  been 

*'  good  5  nor  would  a  feparation,  upon  pretence 

"  of  their   not   being   of   the  fame    faith,    have 

"  made  the  children  illegitimately''*     Mr.  Booth, 

however,    warmly    pleads    for  what    Dr.   Sten- 

NETT  ftrenuoufly  oppofes. 

But  a's  the  real  meaning  of  the  text  very 
much  depends  on  the  exa6t  import  of  certain 
terms,  it  will  be  neceflary  to  pay  our  principal 
attention  to  them  \  and  thence  to  deduce  the 
apoftle's  meaning. 

I.  The  terms  axaOaploj  and  a,y^Q<i  (hould  be 
afcertained,  Thefe  "  are  ufed  here  by  the  apof- 
"  tie  in  the  Jewifli  fenfe.  The  Jews  called  all 
*'  that  were  Jews,  holy  j  and  all  others  they  cal- 
"  led  unclean.  Thus  proles  genita  EXTRA  fanc^ 
"  titate?n^  was  a  child  begot  by  parents  whilft 
*'  they  were  yet  heathens;  genita  intra  y^wc- 
"  titatem^  was  a  child  begot  by  parents  after 
"  they  were  profelytes.      This  way  pf  fpeaking 

«  St. 
ji  Ibid.  p«  S5. 
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"  St.  Paul  transfers  from  the  Jewifh  into  the 
"  chrifcian  church,  calling  all  that  are  of  the 
*'  chriftian  church  faints^  or  holy,  by  which  rea- 
"  fon  all  that  were  out  of  it  YitXQ  uncle an"^,''  The 
fame  author  elfewhere  obferves  :  "  The  heathen 
"  world  had  revolted  from  the  true  God,  to 
"  the  fervice  of  idols  and  falfe  gods,  Rom»  i. 
"  18  —  25.  The  Jews  hcmg  feparated  from  this 
**  corrupted  mafs,  to  be  the  peculiar  people  of 
"  God,  were  called  holy,  Exod.  xix.  5,  6.  Numb, 
"  XV.  40.  They  being  caft  off,  the  profeffors  of 
'*•  chriflianity  were  fcparatcd  to  be  the  people  of 
"  God,  and  fo  became  holy^  i  Pet.  ii.  9,  roj," 
I'hus  Mr.  Baxter  :  "  The  common  and  I 
**  doubt  not  true  expoiition  is,  That  it  is  meant 
"  of  a  ftate  of  feparation  to  Gody  as  a  peculiar 
'*  people  from  the  world,  as  the  church  is  fe- 
"  parated.  —  It  is  generally  agreed,  that  the 
"  moji  common  ufe  of  the  word  holy^  if  not  the 
"  o'dyy  both  in  fcripture  and  prophane  writers, 
"  is,  to  (ignify  a  thing  feparated  to  god  :  and. 
"  to  f(in5lify  any  thing,  is  to  feparate  it  to  God. 
'^  Omns  fanSlu?n  ^  Deo  jmiSlum  ;  whatfoever  is 
"  holy,  is  holy  to  God,  This  therefore  being 
"  the  proper  (^n^Q  and  ordinary,  ufe  of  the  word, 
^'  I  take  myfelf  bound  to  receive  it  as  the  mean- 
"  ing  here,  till  I  know  more  reafon  to  the  contrary. 
«  —Now  as  holinefs  thus  fignilieth  a  feparation 
"  to  Gody  fo  it  may  be  diftinguifhed  thus ;  a 
"  perfon  or  thing  may  be  holy,  or  feparated 
R  6  «  to. 

•Locke's  Paraphr.  ;«  Uc.  Noti,         J  Id,  chap,   i,   2.  A'c.v, 
\  Plain  Script,  Proof,  p,  80, 
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"  to  God,  either  in  ftate  and  Jlanding  relation  ; 
"  or  elfe  only  for  fome  particular  a5l  or  ufe^ 
*'  whether  for  Ihorter  time  or  longer*."  When 
contending  with  his  redoubtable  antagonift,  Mr. 
ToMBESj  and  bearing  hard  on  him  by  urging 
tlie  conftant  ufe  of  the  word  /;<?/>•,  he  gives  him  a 
fyllogiflick  overthrow  thus :  "  If  the  conftant 
*'  meaning  of  the  word  holy  be  for  a  feparation 
"  to  God^  then  we  muft  fo  underftand  it  here, 
"  except  there  be  a  palpable  neceflity  of  un- 
*'  derftanding  itotherwifej  but  the  conftant  fenfe 
"  of  the  word  holy  is  for  a  feparation  to  God, 
"  and  here  is  no  palpable  necelTity  of  under- 
**  /landing  it  otherwife :  Therefore  we  muft  fo 
"  underftand  it  here*."  And  here  it  is  obfer- 
vable,  that  Mr.  Tombes  denied  not  that  the 
conjlant  meaning  of  the  word  holy  was  as  Mr. 
Baxter  faid.  The  latter  had  alfo  urged,  that 
the  fenfe  of  the  term  holy^  for  which  he  pleaded, 
was  ufed  in  fcripture  near  six  hundred  times, 
and  the  other  fenfe  no  where  ufed.  "  Here," 
"  fays  the  keen  difputant,  confcious  of  the 
truth  on  his  fide,  and  fomewhat  touched  with 
indignation ;  and  is  it  to  be  much  wondered  at, 
when  his  fide  of  the  queftion  was  illuminated 
with  near^;^  hundred  rays  of  evidence,  and  the 
other  confefledly  ell  dark? — "  here  Mr.  Tombes 
"  denied  not  but  that  the  word  was  taken  Jo 
"  £//   in  my   fenfe,  and  never  in  his ;    and   yet " 

—  and  yet! "   denied     the    confequence. 

**  I  do  therefore  (  fays  the  good  man )  here  re- 
^  quire  all  men  that  are  not  of  defperate  refolu- 

**  tio  ns, 

•   Ibid,  p.  Ii, 
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"  tions,  and  proftituted  confciences,  to  confider 
"  faithfully ;  whether  he  be  likely  to  make  a 
"  more  coinfortable  anfwer  before  the  bar  of 
"  Chrift,  who  faith,  Lord,  I"  fearched  after  thy 
"  will  in  thy  word  as  far  as  I  was  able,  and  I 
"  durft  not  rafnly  venture  on  my  r)ngular  fancy, 
"  but  in  my  admitting  or  bringing  infants  into 
"  thy  vifible  church,  I  grounded  my  judgm.ent  and 
"  pra61:ice  on  thy  word,  in  the  fame  fenfe  as 
"  it  is  ufed  near  ftx  hundred  times  in  the  fcrip- 
"  ture  —  I  fay,  will  not  this  man  have  a  bet- 
"  ter  plea  than  he  that  (hutteth  infants  out  of 
"  the  church  upon  the  expontion  of  fcripture  in  a 
"  fenfe  as  it  is  never  elfe  ufed  in,  but  near  fix 
"  hundred  times  otherwife  r"  —  Again:  "  If  the 
"  apoftle  by  holy  fhould  have  meant,  that  they 
"  were  not  hafiards^  then  he  (hould  have  fpoke 
"  in  a  phrafe  which  they  were  unlikely  to 
"  underftand  5  and  fo  his  fpeech  might  tend  to 
"  draw  them  into  mhl:akes,  and  not  to  edify 
"  them.  For  if  the  word  holy  v/ere  cctiftantly 
"  ufed  (even  near  fix  hundred  times  in  the  bi- 
"  ble  )  for  -Si  feparation  to  God^  and  never  ufed 
"  for  legitimacy  (all  which  Mr.  Tombes  de- 
"  nieth  not),  then  what  likelihood  was  there 
"  that  the  apoftle  {hould  mean  it  for  legitimacy, 
*'  or  the  people  fo  underhand  him  ?  If  I  fhould 
"  write  an  epiftle  to  a  chriftian  congregation 
"  now,  and  therein  tell  them,  that  their  chil- 
**  dren  are  all  by  nature  unholy^  would  they 
<*  ever  conjedure  that  I  meant  that  they  were 
«  all  bajiards*?'* 

But 

•  Ut  fupra,   p,  83, 
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But  here,  were  we  difpofed   to   retort  on  the 
ufe  of  terms,    with  what  propriety  may   we   afk, 
'<  Is  illegitimate  in   one  cafe,  and  legitimate   in  the 
other,  the  natural     and     primary    fignifica- 
tion  of  thofe  Greek  words  ( «y.a9ap7oj  and  ayt'o,- )  ? 
Are  thefe   the    fenfes   that   would    naturally  firft 
occur  to  the  mind  of  a  wife  and  impartial  per* 
fon,  on   reading    or  hearing    the    apoftolick.    ob- 
fcrvation  |j  r"     The  inquifitive   and    learned    Mr. 
Baxter  replies,—**  ^ix  hundred  to  one  it  is  not." 
An4  Dr.  GuYSE  obfer\'es  :  "  The  terms  (a>caSaf'ios) 
"  unclean^    and  (ayto?)    holy^   occur    almoil   num- 
*'  berlefs   times  in  the  Seventy   and  in  the  New 
"  Teftament ;  but  I  don't  find  that  they  are  ever 
"  ONCE   ufed    to    fignify     illegitimate    and     legitl- 
"  mate^   which     is     the    fenfe    that    fome  would 
''  here    put    upon  them*      And    as    the   apoille 
"  was  fpeaking  of  perfons   already   married,    and 
"  marriage  is   a  civil  ordinance  of  the  God    of 
"  nature,    there  was     no   rooiii    ta    douht^  whether 
"  the   children  of   fuch  unbelieving    and  believ^ 
"  ing  parents  were   legitimate^  or  not,  fmce   that 
"» depends   intlrely    on     the    legitimacy    of    the 
"  marriage  and    not  at  all  on  the   religious  cha- 
"  raiSter  of  the  hufband  and  wife,   whether   one, 
**  or  both,   or    neither  of  them,   were    chriftians 
*'  or  no*."     To   this  I  will  add  the    following 
remarks  of  Dr.  Whitby:    "He  doth   not  fay-, 
"  Elfe     v/ere    your    children    hajlardsy    but    now 
"  tliey    are     legitimate ;   but,    elfe  were  they    «;/- 
*^  cleariy^  i,    e,   heathen  children,  not  to  be  owned 
"  as  an  holy  feed. -—That  this  is  the  true  import 
*'  of    the  words  azatJapia  and    «7»a,   will  be  ap- 

"  parent 

H  Pcedob.  Exam.  i%%%  •  Paraphr,  in  loc.    Ntti\ 
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"  parent  from  the  fcriptures,  in  which  the  Hea- 
"  thens  are  ftyled  the  unclean^  in  oppofition  to 
"  the  Jews  in  covenant  with  God,  and  there- 
"  fore  ftyled  an  holy  people.  So  Ifa.  xxxv.  8. 
"  a^iaOapJo?,  the  UNCLEAN,  Jhall  not  pafs  over  it, 
"  —Chap.  lii.  i.  There  fliall  no  more  come 
"  unto  thee  a.-ia9ap]o?,  the  unclean.  So  A(5^s 
"  X.  28.  God  hath  Jheiued  me  that  I  Jhoukl  call  no 
*'  man  common^  or^  ay.«G«p]oi/,  unclean.  Whence 
"  it  is  evident,  that  the  Jews  looked  upon 
"  themfelves  as  daXo*  0c»  ^iaOapo*,  the  clean  fervants 
"  of  God^  Neh.  ii.  20.  and  upon  all  Heathens, 
"  and  their  offspring,  as  unclean,  by  reafon  of 
"  their  want  of  circumcificn,  the  fign  of  the 
"  covenant.  Hence  whereas  it  is  faid,  that 
"  Jofliua  circumcifed  the  people,  chap.  v.  4.  the 
"  feptuagint  fay,  TrepiExa&apu',  he  cleanfed  them. 
*'  Moreover,  of  Heathen  children,  and  fuch  as 
"  are  not  circumcifed,  they  fay,  They  are  not 
*'  horn  in  holinefs  ;  but  they  on  the  contrary  are 
"  ftyled  amci^oi  uyiov,  an  holy  feed^  Ifa.  vi.  13. 
"  Ezra  ix.  2.  and  the  offspring  from  them, 
"  and  from  thofe  profelytes  which  had  embraced 
'*  their  religion,  are  faid  to  be  born  in  holinefs 
"  and  fo  thought  fit  to  be  admitted  to  circum- 
"  cifion,  or  baptifm,  or  whatfoever  might  initiate 
"  them  into  the  Jev/ifti  church.  And  therefore 
"  to  this  fenfe  of  the  words  holy  and  unclean^ 
"  the  apoftie  may  be  here  moji  rationally  fuppofed 
"  to  allude,  declaring  that>  the  feed  of  holy  per- 
"  fons,  the  offspring  born  £jc  tuv  aytacr^./j-w^,  of 
^^  faints^  as  chriftians  are  ftill  called  in  the  New 

"  Teftament 
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"  Teftament,  are  alfo  holy.  (See  note  on  chap. 
''  i.  2. )  And  though  one  of  the  parents  be  ftill 
"  an  Heathen,  yet  is  the  denomination  to  be 
'*  taken  from  the  better^  and  fo  their  offspring 
"  are  to  be  efteemed  not  as  Heathens,  i.  c. 
"  unclean^  but  holy.^  as  all  chriftians  by  denomi- 
"  nation  are.  So  Clemens  Alexandrinus 
"  (Strom.  L.  iii.  p.  445.  D.)  infers,  faymg, 
"  I  fuppcfe  the  feed  of  thofe  that  are  hcly  /i  HOLY, 
*'  according  to  that  faying  of  the  apoftle  Paul^  The 
"  unhelit-ving  wfe  is  fanSfifed  by  the  hufhand^ 
"  &c.  —  The  word  ufed  for  a  haftard  by  this 
"  apoftle  being  voOoc,  Heb.  xii.  8.  and  the  word 
"  yrnokoc,  being  the  proper  word  for  a  legitimate 
"  offspring,  had  the  apoftle  i?it ended  fuch  a  fenfc, 
*'  [as  our  opponents  plead  for]  he  would  have 
"  ufed  the  words,  which  in  the  greek  writers 
**  are  generally  ufed  in  that  {tr\k^  and  not  fuch 
*'  words  as  in  the  feptuagint,  and  in  the  Jewi(h 
"  language,  alv/ays  have  a  relation  to  foederal 
"  [or  relative]  holinefs,  or  the  want  of  it  j  but 
"none  at  all  fc  the  hgitimacy  or  fpurioufnefs 
«  of  the  birth*." 

These  quotations  are  inferted,  not  fo  much 
to  fhew  what  were  the  opinions  of  thefe  learned 
writers  (for  the  general  current  of  expofitors 
runs  in  the  fame  channel)  but  for  the  fake  of 
the  reafons  and  grounds  by  which  their  inter- 
pretation is  fupported.  A  gentleman  well  known 
to  my  opponent,  on  a  certain  occafion  borrows 
the  following  paiTage,  which,,  becaufe  it  is  com- 
mon 

•  Comment,  in  lot* 
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mon  property,  I  here  infcri:  "  AVe  are  not 
*'  to  forfake  the  genuine  and  natural  fignidcation 
^  of  words,  unlefs  there  be  the  highest  evi- 
"  DENCE  that  the  author  did  other  wife  intend 
*'  them,  faith  the  Civil  Law.  And  as  AusTI^f 
''  fays,  The  proper  fignification  of  words  is  al- 
"  ways  to  be  retained,  unlefs  necessity  inforce 
*'  us  to  expound  them  otherwife.— What  better 
*'  evidence  can  we  have  of  the  fenfe  of  a  place, 
''  than  that,  had  an  author  intended  fuch  a 
"  meaning,  he  could  have  ufed  no  plainer 
**  exprelfion  to   declare  It*." 

But  fays  Mr.  B.  "  Whatever  the  apoftle 
intends  by  the  word  holy^  as  here  applied  to 
children,  one  of  whofe  parents  is  a  believer ; 
it  is  not  confined  to  the  infants  of  fuch  per- 
fons,  but  belongs  to  all  their  offspring,  whe- 
ther younger  or  older ;  whether  born  before  the 
converfion  of  either  parent,  or  after  that  happy 
event  had  taken  place  :  for  the  children^  without 
any  diflin6lion  are  pronounced  holy  :|:."  And 
what  then?  Does  the  afpe£t  of  the  gofpel  dif- 
penfation,  or  God's  grant  of  mercy  to  the  Hea- 
then, who  were  not  a  people^  appear  lefs  amiable 
becaufe  it  fmiles  on  all  the  children  of  a  chrif- 
tian,  and  not  on  fome  only  ?  Or,  what  incon- 
venience is  there  in  allowing,  what  impropriety 
in  maintaining,  that  the  relative  holinefs  for 
which    we  plead,    while  granted   to   the    parent, 

Ihould 
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fliould    be    alfo   granted   to   all    /^/Vr'— But  will 
not  this  be  the  fearful 'confequence?     '^  If  it  be 
lawful  to  baptize  them  on  the    ground  of    this 
holinefs,  while    infants,    it    muft    be     equally  fo 
when  grown  up  p."     Very  true  —  and  what  harm 
can    this    blunted    arrow   do  ?    Is    not   this   the 
very    thing    we    plead  for;    provided   you  grant 
that   this    reafonable    populate    fhould    be    taken 
Into  the   account  j   viz.   That  whatever  right  an 
adult   has,  in    virtue  of  a   divine  grants    to  any 
religious    privileges,    Chriflianity    will    juftify   no 
co??ipu!five    meafures   for    the   purpofe   of  intrud- 
ing on  him  thefe  privileges  againft  his  good  vvill 
and  liking.     Chriitianity  does  not  annihilate,  nay 
m   this   inftance  does    not    fufpend,    the    natural 
rights  of    parents  and   children.      And    what  can 
be  more  plain  than  this,  that  the   natural  autho- 
ritative right  of  parents  over  their  children,  for 
their   good,   is  in  a   great  degree  abfolutc,   while 
infants  \   and   that  in  proportion   as  they  grow   up 
to  reafon  and    manhood,  this    authoritative   right 
is   lefjened?    Nor  is  there   any   more   difficulty  in 
afcertaining    thefe     degrees,    than    in  •  tranfacling 
the    common    concerns  of  life,    where   any   de- 
gree of  Vvifdom  and  prudence    are    required.     At 
leaft,   a   chriflian  minifier  could   not,   in    the  na- 
ture   of  the    thing,    be  more    at   a   lofs,  how  to 
acl  in  this  cafe,    than     in    determining   the    de- 
grees     of    teaching,   and    the    kind   of  prcfeflion, 
requifite  in  adults.     We   will   fuppofe,    therefore, 
that  Gcd   by    his    apofde    pronounces    the   chiU 
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dren  of    a  chriftiaa   without   exception    holy^  and 
Jet  us  further  fuppofe  fome   of  them    are  infants, 
and  others  grown  up.     If  God   pronounce  them 
holy^  that  is,  direct  his  grant   of  mercy  to  them, 
declaring  the    pro??ife  is  to   them,  and   that   they 
are  all    alike,    in   common     with    their     parents, 
welcome    to    his  vifible   church ;    it   is     manifeft 
there  lies   no  objecUonable   ground  to  their  bap- 
tifm,  but   their    own    dijfnt    from    the    chriftian 
connection,  their  perverfe  oppoftion  to  its  humb- 
ling  doclrines  and  holy  laws.       Are  they  compli- 
able?    willing   to   enter   into  the    fchool,    that  is, 
the  church    of  Chrifl  ?    or,    in  other  words,    do 
they    believe     with     all     the     heart,    that     Jefus 
Chriil    is    the   true    Meffiah?     Who    can  forbid 
water?    On   the  other  hand,  do  they  oppcfef  are 
they   unwilling  to  enter    the   fchool,   to    embrace 
its   doclrines  and    to  be   governed  by    its    laws  ? 
Who    has    power    to    confirain?      For,    in    the 
nature  of  the    cafe,    in  proportion   as    the  oppo- 
fition  is  criminal   or   morally  evil,    the   authority 
of  the  parent   is  weakened. 

It  is  again  objedled  :  "  That  hoUneJs  of  which 
the  infpired  author  fpeaks,  is  not  inferred  from 
l\iQ  faith  of  the  believing  parent,  but  from  the 
fan5lification  of  the  unbelieving  party,  by^  or  to^ 
the  believer f."  But  does  not  this  involve  a 
contradiction  ?  For,  furely,  if  the  fandification  01 
the  unbelieving  party  is  by  the  believer^  as  fuch, 
it  muft  be  inferred  from  his  faith.  And  again, 
if  the  fandiification  be   by   the  believer,    how  can 

it 
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it  be  to  him  ?  Are  not  the  two  renderings  of 
the  prepofition  ev,  by  and  ic^  of  which  the  ob- 
jedor  gives  us  our  choice,  eflentially  different 
and  contradi6tory  ?  If  we  fay  to  him  j  the  efFe^b, 
fandlification,  mufl:  be  caufed  by  another,  that 
it  may  terminate  on  him.  But  if  we  fay  by 
him  ;  he  muft  be  the  caufe,  that  the  effect 
may  terminate  on  another.  —  This  diverfity  of 
rendering,  and  the  importance  of  the  x.^xvs\  fane- 
iified^   make   it   neceffary  that   we  fhould, 

§  54.  2.  Attempt  to  afcertaln  the  import 
of  the  phrafe  ryjao-xai  d,.  *'  On  this  term 
'-^  fanSifcd^  fays  Mr.  B.  the  infpired  writer  ma- 
"  nifeftly  lays  a  peculiar  emphafisj  fuch  an 
"  emphafis,  that  it  feems  to  be  the  governing 
"  word  of  the  whole  fentence,  and  a  key  to 
"  its  true  meaning.  For  it  is  twice  mentioned 
*'  as  containing  the  grand  reafon^  why  the  be- 
"  lieving  party  fhould  neither  defert,  nor  divorce, 
"  the  unconverted  companion;  and  alfo  as  ex- 
**  preffmg  the  ground  of  that  holinefs  which  is 
"  afcribed  to  their  children  f.'*  This,  then, 
being  the  key  to  unlock  the  text,  and  dif- 
cover  its  contents,  let  us  examine  the  wards^ 
and  fee  whether  they  fit  Mr.  B.'s  interpre- 
tation. "  Bengelius,  fays  our  author,  con- 
*^  liders  the  holinefs  of  the  children^  and  of  the 
''  unbelieving  paretit,  as  the  fame  \  becaufe  r,y\u.ai:a,\y 
"  and  ayict,  £^T»y,  differ  only  as,  to  be  inade  holy^ 
"  from  to  be  hdy^  On  which  he  reflets :  "If 
"  then,  that  fandification  of  the  unbelieving  hui- 

«  band 
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'**  band,  gives  him  no  claiin  to  baptifm ;  the 
"  holinefs  thence  arifing  cannot  inveil  his  chil- 
"  dren  with  fuch  a  right :{:."  This  our  author 
feems  to  confider  as  an  infurmountable  ob- 
jection. And  in  the  fame  hght,  we  fuppofe  Dr. 
S.  views  it.  **  Now  i  readily  admit,  fays  he, 
i'*  that  the  children  of  believers,  or  of  parents, 
,"  one  of  whom  only  is  a  believer,  are  here 
;«  ftiled  holy.  But  then  I  infifl,  that  fuch  chil* 
:",  dren  are  in  no  other  iti\i^  holy^  than  is  the 
'*'  unbelieving  parent  alfo.  For  the  apoillc  as 
:"  exprefsly  aflerts  tliat  the  unbelieving  hufband 
I"  is  fanclified  or  made  holy  ( r,y;a5-Ta. )  by  the 
]"  wife,  and  the  unbelieving  wife  fanclified  or 
"  made  holy  by  the  hufband,  as  that  the  chil- 
**  dren  of  fuch  parents  are  holy  [ny^x).  And, 
i"  thus  confidered,  it  will  follow,  that  if  the 
'*  holinefs  of  the  children^  whatever  be  the  fenfe 
j"  of  the  word  here,  is  to  be  admitted  as  a 
**'  proof  that  they  are  included  in  the  chrifiian 
f*  covenant,  the  holinefs  of  the  unbelieving  pa- 
'^/  rent  is  to  be  admitted  as  a  proof  that  fuch 
\^'  parent    is    included    in  the   chriftian  covenant 

(*  alfo.  And,  if  upon  this  ground  the  former 
'  have  a  right  to  the  pofitive  inftitutions  of 
1^*  Chrift,  upon  the  fame  ground  the  latter  has 
V  alfo§.*'  But  this  obje6tion  has  been  fuiiici- 
ently  replied  to,  virtually,  in  the  lafl:  feclion ; 
livhen  treating  of  adult  children,  who  are  rela- 
dvely  holy  though  unbelievers,  or  oppofers  to 
I  the 
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the  chfiilian  faith.  And  were  we  to  grant,  ac- 
cording to  our  opponents'  wiflies,  that  the  chil- 
dren are  holy  in  no  higher  fenfe  than  the  mi- 
believing  pareqt  is,  it  would  flill  follow,  on  the 
principle'  already  Hated,  that  the  children  ought  to 
be  baptized,  but  not  the  parent.  The  one  and 
the  others  have  the  grant  of  a  privilege,  the  cove- 
nant and  its  initiatory  feal ;  and  the  believing 
parent  has  a  divine  right  and  rubrick.  for  hav- 
ing the  feal  applied  to  the  children^  who  are  at 
his  difj3ofal  for  their  good,  and  who  do  not 
oppofe  the  faith ;  but  this  cannot  extend  to  the 
unbelieving  partner,  his  unbelief  counteracting  his 
relative  fanctification. 

Thus  we  may  obferve,  thefe  two  refpec- 
table  authors,  though  widely  differing  in  their 
interpretations  of  the  text,  are  equally  confident 
that  relative  holinejSj  which  intitles  to  chriftian 
ordinances,  is  not  intended.  "  Jt  may  be  difn- 
"  cult,  fays  Dr.  S.  to  fix  his  [the  Apoftle's] 
"  precife  meaning  ;  but  if  we  will  make  reafon, 
"  fcripture,  and  hB:  our  guide,  it  cannot  be 
"  difficult  to  determine  upon  fome  of  the  fenfes 
"  given,  that  they  are  not  his  meaning.  Per- 
"  fonal  internal  hali/iefsy  for  inftance,  cannot  be 
"  here  intended*."  In  this  decifion,  I  believe  the 
generality  of  PcedobaptiHs  will  readily  concur ; 
though  fome  divines  have  pleaded  for  real  ho- 
linefs,  as  here  afcribed  to  the  children^  and  par- 
ticularly Dr.    Thomas   GcoBv/iNt.      On  this 

head 
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head  Mr.  B.  is  fuflicientJy  explicit :  "  Neither 
"  have  we  any  reafoii  to  think,  that  the  chil- 
"  dren  of  believers  are  denominated  holy,  in 
"reference  to  internal  fan^ificaiion\\J"  What, 
then,  does  this  gentleman  think  was  the  hoIU 
ne/s  referred  to,  whereby  the  unbelieving  party 
was  janSiificd  by  the  believer  ?  That  which  you 
have  fcen  confuted  by  Dr.  Stetnett  in  the 
laft  fe<flion — marriage!  Take  his  own  words: 
''  The  public  and  voluntaiy  act  of  taking  the 
"  woman  for  a  wife,  and  the  man  for  a  huf^ 
"  band.  By  this  tranfailion,  according  to  the 
"  legal  cuftom  of  their  country,  they  mutually 
"  gave  lip^  or  fci  apart^  themfelves  one  to  ano- 
"  ther*»"     Well,  reader,  what  fay  you  to   this  ? 

Here  is, one    infidel  sanctifying    another  I 

I    Or,  if  you  had  v^Xhtx^  each  infidel  sanctifying 
hi47ifi:If! 

If  tjyjajai  fignify  no  more  than  to  he  married^ 
or  to  be  ^iven  up  in  marriage,  the  one  party  to 
the  other,  it  had  no  influence  to  fatisfy  their 
fcrupks.  For  the  Ifraelites,  who  had  married 
idolatrous  wdves,  could  fay  the  fame ;  yet  it  w^as 
no  fufHcient  plea  that  one  of  them  had  been 
?5y>ajai,  in  Mr.  B.'s  fenfe,  fit  apart  to  the  other- 
The  quefiion  would  ftill  return,  How  fiiail  I 
know  that  this  party  that  has  been  given  up  to 
me,  is  not  to  be  difcarded,  or  put  away,  as  in 
Ezra  X.  3,  &c.  ?  If  our  author's  explanftion 
be  admitted,  it  is  to  make  the  ApoiHe  to  folve 
a  cafe  of  confcience  in  a  manner  totally  unwor- 
thy 
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thy  of  him  ;  for  he  muft  do  it  by  afierting 
a  facl^  that  they  were  once  manied,  of  which. 
they  were  as  well  aifured  before  it  was  afierted  : 
while  he  fays  nothing  of  the  laucfulncfs  of  that 
fa<3:,  which  could  be  the  only  ground  of  fcruplc. 
The  doubts  of  thefe  Corinthian  querifts  were  raifed 
by  refledling  on  the  quality  of  the  relation  con- 
trailed,  and  not  the  fa^t  j  whereas  the  apoftle, 
if  our  author  be  right,  folves  the  difficulty  by 
palling  by  the  quality^  and  aflerting  the  fad; 
that  is  to  fay,  by  faying  fomething  wide  of 
the  point,  but  nothing  at  all  to  the  purpofe. 
Whereas,  had  it  been  his  defign  to  prove  the 
validity  of  their  marriage,  would  he  not  natu- 
rally have  done  it  by  fuggefting  fome  middle  term 
or  confideration,  befides  barely  referring  them  to  the 
fa(Sl  ?  V/as  it  not  neceflary  for  them,  that  they 
(hould  be  certified  of  the  lawfuhufs  and  propriety 
of  their  marriage  relation  ?  On  Mr.  B.'s  hypo- 
thefis  this  is  not  done ;  on  ours  fully.  If  the 
queftion  be  propofed  to  him,  Why  fhould  the 
believer  cohabit  with  the  unbeliever?  he  muft 
reply,  Becaufe  they  were  formerly  married.  Or 
rather,  Not  becaufe  you,  believer,  have  been 
devoted  to  your  partner,  and  are  bound  to  fulfil 
your  engagement;  but  becaufe  your  infidel  part- 
ner has  formerly  given  himfelf  to  you.  But 
was  this  a  remedy  fuited  to  the  difeafe?  Or 
(hould  it  be  faid.  This  is  a  fatisfa6lory  confi- 
deration why  the  parties  fhould  continue,  not 
merely  becaufe  there  has  been  a  mutual  dedica- 
tion^ but  becaufe  there  has  been  a  divine  ap- 
pointment 
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pointment  of  marriage  as  the  bafis  of  it.  But 
the  duty  of  marriage  was  from  toe  begianing; 
yet  thofe  ia  the  time  of  Ezra  were  obijged  to 
put  off  each  man  his  wife,  to  which  iieverthelefs 
he.  had  been  xveddcd.  Nor  is  it  available  to  lay, 
That  thofe  in  Ezra  offended  againft  a  pofiUDg 
divine  law,  but  not  thefe;  for  that  is  the  very 
point  in  which  they  defire  fatisfaclion,  viz.  Whe- 
ther the  chriftian  law  does  or  does  not  require  a 
feparation  ?  His  anfwer  is  not,  The  law  of  nature 
is  binding,  and  chriftianity  has  nothing  againft  it. 
This  would  have  been  his  idea  if  nothing  more 
was  intended  than  the  validity  of  marriage. 
But  he  fays  more ;  the  unbeliever  has  been  ( from 
the  moment  of  the  partner's  converfion  to 
chriftianity)  or,  by  an  ennalage  of  time,  /j, 
made  holy  or  fandlified  by  the  believer,  in  vir- 
tue of  a  divine  grant^  which  divine  grant  is 
much  in  favour  of  infants.  The  grant  of  the 
parent's  covenant  and  its  feals  being  ajways 
j  intended  for  them  and  their  children,  according 
I  to  their  capacity,  be  it  known,  as  if  Paul  had 
|„ -*'^faid,  That  tho'  God  hath  been  difpleafed  with 
mixed  marriages,,  and  tho'  he  ftill  fays,  "  Be 
not  unequally  yoked  with  unbelievers,"  yet  the 
idolatry  and  unbelief,  that  is,  the  heathenifm, 
of  the  one  parent,  ftiall  be  no  prejudice  to 
their  children.  They  are  not  debarred  from  any 
privileges  given  by  divine  grant  to  other  chil- 
dren both  whofe  parents  are  chriftians.  The 
i^  faith,  or  chriftianity,  of  the  one  fliali  avail  more 

S  to 
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to  infure  thofe    privileges,   than  the  unbelief  of 
the  other  to  prevent  them. 

This  is  a  medium  of  proof  calculated  to  fa- 
tisfy  their  fcruples.  To  the  pure,  all  things  are 
pure;  the  unbelief  of  your  partner  (hall  not 
pafs  over  to  you,  as  if  you  were  involved  in 
his  unbelief  and  guilt;  or  as  if  the  precept 
"  touch  not,  tafte  not,  handle  not,"  afiedled 
you.  God  will  gracioufly  deal  with  you  and 
your  children  without  any  reference  to  your 
partner's  unbelief.  He  (hall  ftand  or  fall  a- 
lone ;  his  obftinacy  fliall  be  perfonal^  centering 
in  himfelf;  but  jnercy  herein  rejoicing  againji 
judgment^  the  promife  is  to  you^  chriftian  party, 
and  to  your  children,  tho'  your  partner  op- 
pofe. — Nature  dicSlates  that  a  father^  who  is 
king  in  his  own  family,  fhould  exercife  his  au- 
thority to  the  benefit  of  all  his  domefticks ; 
but  by  a  gracious  exprefs  appointment^  the  chil- 
dren common  to  both  ihall  be  deemed  hofyy  on 
account  of  the  ?nother  as  well  as  the  father, 
fo  as  to  be  treated  as  if  both  parents  believed. 
The  feed  of  mixed  marriages  were  not  deemed 
holy^  Ezra  ix.  2.  Neh.  ix.  2.  it  might  be  ob- 
je(^ed.  True,  fays  the  Apoftle,  and  to  anfwer 
your  fcruples  I  am  authorifed  to  fay,  That  un- 
der this  difpenfation  there  is  the  difference  I 
have  mentioned ;  and  let  this  quiet  your  minds. 
Your  continuance  together,  rather  than  thcfe 
you  refer  to,  is  owing  to  a  fpecijl  grant  in  their 
favour,    as   more    agreeable    to  this   difpenfation, 

God 
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God  does  not  now  infift  on  a  divorce  as  he  did 
heretofore,  for  wife  reafons,  and  among  others, 
becaufe  he  defigns  hereby  more  fpeedlly  to 
chrijlianize  all  nations.  For  if  the  unbelief  of 
one  party  were  fufficient  to  denominate  and 
regard  their  common  offspring  in  the  clafs  of 
heathens  rather  than  chriftians,  how  flow  muft 
be  the  progrefs  of  chriftianity  !  but  now,  if  one 
believes  in  the  MelTiah,  all  the  family  is  chrif- 
tian,  and  is  treated  accordingly.  Otherwife, 
were  not  this  God's  plan  and  our  pra6^ice5  your 
children  and  the  whole  family  but  yourfelf  mufl 
be  deemed  unclean^  or  heathenljlo^  and  vifibly 
related  to  Satan's  intereft.  But  as  an  unbeliev- 
ing fon,  daughter,  or  fervant,  is  not  fufficient  to 
clafs  the  family  of  which  either  is  a  part  among 
heathen  families,  fo  neither  fliall  the  unbelief  of 
your  partner,  even  a  hufband,  have  that  influ- 
ence. 

Again  :  If  my  opponent  be  right,   "  the  epi- 
thet unbelieving^    as   Beza   well    obferves,   would 
be   quite  fuperfluous,    as  alfo   the  ijnplied  epithet 
believing  \  believing  wife,  and  believing  hufl^and*." 
S  2  «  For 

•  «  In  uxorc,  et  Tri  yvrxiy.i,  Vulg  Per  mu'icrsm  fidiibm, 
"  £V  rvi  yvyocKt  tth;^  :  qujm  ledionem  in  CLiro-r.ontano  et  alio 
*'  practerea  rranufcripto  Grjeco  codice  invenimus:  et  ruifum  pauIo 
'•  poft  ty  ru  ocy^u  Triqu,  per  mirum  fidel  ut. — AucusTX^us  L  i, 
**  quo  exponit  fermonem  in  monte  habitum,  legit.  In  frntre  Jideli^ 
**  IV  a^B>.(pco  ru)  •n%roj.  Vetus  nutcm  interpres  habet,  Per  mulie- 
**  rem  fdelem,  et,  per  virum  jidelem  \  et  nos  in  uno  vetusto 
**  cociCB   reperimus     ad    rr.arginem    annotatum   wt$>j   pr.ore    loco, 

«♦  ex 
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*«  For  we  (hould  confider,  what  is  the  fubjecl 
*<  matter  in  difputej  namely,  Whether  matri- 
"  mony  coniraded  between  two  perfons,  one  an 
*'  infidel  and  the  other  a  believer,  is  holy,  and 
"  for  that  caufe  the  believer  is  bound  to  con- 
"  tinue  in  it  ?  Were  it  not  fo,  why  fhould  Paul, 
*'  in  the  other  member,  add  the  epithet  unhe* 
^'  lieving  ?  Nor  can  any  one  truly  fay,  that  the 
"  marriage  between  two  infidels  is  holy^  and  that 
**  their  children  are  holy.—l  grant  that  the  mar- 
"  riage  of  infidels  is  valid  in  a  civil  fenfe,  nor 
«'  is  their  matrimonial  commerce  to  be  re- 
"  garded  coram  Deo  pro  jcortatione.  But  what 
"  has  this  to  do  with  Paul's  defign,  who  treats 
<'  of  a  cafe  of  confcience,  or  a  religious  fcru- 
^'  plef?"  The  unbelieving  hufband  is  fan£lified 
by  the  believing  wife,  and  vice  verfa.  Whereas, 
if  Mr.  B.'s  hypothefis  be  true,  the  fan£iijicatiGn 
was  neither  by  nor  to  the  believer,  as  a  believer^ 
but  was  poflfefTed  of  it  while  an  infidel.  But  if 
the  fanciification  does  not  refpe6t  the  party  as 
believing^  it  feems  inferted  for  no  other  ufe  than 
to  miflead  us.  If  the  apoftle  only  meant  fun- 
ply,  "  you  have  been  married^*''  or,  "  you  have 
been  devoted  to  each  other  by  marriage,"  why 
introduce  and  interchange  the  exprefTions  and 
ideas—"  the  unbelieving  by  the  believing  party  ? " 

Mr. 

•*  et  <7rJ?w  pcfteriore,  Claromontanus  autem  codex  habet,  sv  ay^pj 
**  a^iYJ^a^  in  "vire  /ratre,  id  eft,  qui  fit  frater  five  fidelis.  Et 
**  ftrte  etiarTifi  haec  cpitheta  non  addas,  lamen  nicessario  y«^jtf- 
**  dunda  funt^    Cxza  in  loc, 

f  Be»a  ut  Jupra, 
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Mr.  B.  feems  to  be  aware  of  this  objection, 
and  obferves :  "  The  unbeliever  only  could  en- 
*'  tertain  a  doubt,  concerning  the  laivfulnefs  of 
*'  cohabiting  with  an  unbehever."  Very  well ; 
but  tlie  queftion  ftill  returns.  If  the  apoftle 
meant,  as  our  author  would  have  it,  That 
the  unconcerned  party  was  married  to  the  fcrum 
pulous ;  is  it  not  reafonable  to  Rippofe,  that  the 
idea  would  be  differently  expre:(red  ?  Is  it  not 
confefledly  an  unprecedented  mode  of  exprefling  a 
common  idea  ?  Whereas,  if  he  intended  to  (hew 
—  that  the  chriRianity  of  the  one  party  was 
more  prevalent,  in  virtue  of  the  more  merciful 
and  extenfive  grant  of  God,  and  the  genius  of 
the  gofpel  difpenfation,  towards  claffing  the  chil- 
dren among  the  chriftians  ;  than  the  infidelity  of 
the  other  party  towards  the  claffing  them  among 
idolaters — what  expreffions  could  ke  ufe  better 
adapted   to  exprefs   the  fentiment  ? 

Moreover  :  be  it  obferved,  that  the  very  ex- 
iftence  of  the  other  opinion  depends  on  ren- 
dering the  prepofition  g>,  to,  which  rendering 
ought  not  to  be  adopted  without  manifeft  necef- 
fity,  if  on  any  confideration  whatever,  in  that 
fenfe  of  to^  which  denotes  a  dative  cafe.  It 
is  well  known  that  the  moft  common  accep- 
tations of  ev  are  /«,  hy^  amongy  withy  and  fome- 
times  it  is  ufed  for,  hecaufe  ofy  for^  or  for 
the  fake  of  by  reafon  of\  and  the  like||."  EM 
S  3  imports 

H  *'Er  T»)  yviAKt,  by  thcwifey  Uxoris  gratia,  because   of    the 
'"  wife  j  i,  e,  he  is    to  be  reputed  as  ian^ifiedf  becaufe  he  is  one 

"  fleA 
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^■^  imports  th&Jiate  and  difpojitlon^  the  abode  and 
^^  fituation\  hab'itum  et  fttum^  fays  Vergaraj 
"  correfponding  to  the  Latin  in^,"*  And  "  it 
commonly  marks  the  term  of  reft,  or  the  ftate 
ill  which  a  thing  is  -,  wherefore  it  only  governs 
an  ablative  \*^^  But  what  has  Mr.  B.  to  fay 
in  vindication  of  his  rendering  ?  "  The  unbe- 
*'  lieving  hufband  is  fandtified  to  the  wife.— 
"  So  Dr.  Doddridge  and  others  render  the  par- 
*'  tide  evj  and  I  think  more  properly  in  this 
"  palTage  than  in  our  common  verfion.  So  the 
"  prepofition  is  tranflated  in  the  very  next  verfe ; 
"  as  alfo  in  Luke  i.  17.  i  ThefH  iv.  7,  and  fix 
"  or  feven  times  over  in  2  Pet.  i.  5,  6>  7t''' 
But  why  is  the  rendering  ^j,  more  proper  in  this 
paffage  than  in  our  common  verfion  ?  This 
anfwer  we  have  ftill  to  learn.  We  hear  a  lan- 
guage fomewhat  different  whenever  it  is  found 
in  conne6^ion  with  water^  and  efpecially  a 
rlver^  Thus,  we  may  be  fure,  were  we  to 
meet  with  *»  'rro\x^u^  in  connection  with  bap- 
tifm,  it  would  be  in,  and  not  at  or  hy  the 
river.     However,    let  us    a  little   more  narrowly 

infpect 

'*  ifeffi  with  her  who  is  holy.  So  Ijrael  ferved  tt  yvtxmi,  f>r 
"  a  lutfe,  and,  sv  yvtcttKSy  for  a  toife  he  kept  flieep.  Hof.  xii.  12. 
**  I  defire  that  you  faint  not,  £v  T«K  6At-|'Ecri  ^ixtf,  BY  REASON  or 
'♦  my  tribulations,  Eph,  iii.  13,  and,  tb-'t  vo  man  be  Jhaktn  iv  T«i{ 
«  6Xti|/££rt  rccvlcaq,  by  rsascn  or  Try  tribulations.  See  Naldius 
**  in  the  23d  fj     ification   of  the  pait;cle  Btth,"  Whitby /«   loe, 

*  Mejfuurs  De  Port  Royal's    New  Method,  p.  195. 

t  Ibid,  p,  334,    and  their   Cm*   Primitives,  by  Nugent,  p,  ip;, 

X  Padob.    F-xani.  p.  fo^. 
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infpecft  the  authorities  produced,  and  I  am  very 
much  miftaken  if  any  one  of  thefe  inftances  an- 
fvver  the  purpofe  for  which  they  are  adduced: 
for  if  they  do  not  anfwer  the  idea  of  a  dative^ 
which  implies  that  fomething  is  given  to  the 
obje6^5  t^^ey  are  ufelefs.  And  I  believe  the  beft 
Criticks  and  mafters  of  the  Greek  language 
unanimoully  maintain,  that  the  prepofition  tv 
never  conveys  that  idea§."  The  dative  cafe  is 
fo  called,  "  quia  per  eum  alicui  aliquid  hos 
"  dare  demonftramus  f  .'*  This  the  particle  in 
queftion  never  lignifies,  -any  more  than  the  latin 
in-,  and  yet  without  that  ufe  of  it  Mr.  B.'s 
interpretation  is  a  bafelefs  fabrick. 

We    are  referred    to    "    the  very  next  verfe" 

following  the  controverted  text   ( i  Cor,  vii.   15.) 

God  hath  called  us,    tv  Eifvivr),    to  peace,   according 

to  our  verfion;    whereas    Dr.  Hammond   juftly 

S  4  obferves, 

§  '*  Ev  rn  yvvuK.,  hy  or  thro'  the  wife.  This  the  prepofition, 
'*  tVi  fo  ordinarily  fignifie?,  that  it  cannot  need  to  be  further  teftified 
**  (and  in  this  notion  it  is,  that  we  here  take  it)  j  whereas  the 
**  notion,  which  by  oppofers  i<  here  affixt  to  it,  that  it  ihould 
**  fignify  to  ( that  to,  which  is  a  fign  of  the  dative  cafe)  — is 
"  never  once  found  to  belong  to  it  in  the  New  Teftamentj  nor 
**  can  with  any  tolerable  congruity  or  grammatical  analogyf  be  afBxt 
*-  to  it.  All  the  places  that  are  produced  for  this  fenfe  are  com- 
««  monly  miftaken — And  fo  ftill  the  rendering  it  to  the  xvife  [in 
"  the  dative  fenfe  j  will  be  without  any  one  example,  and  the 
«  turning  it  into  quite  another  phrafe,  as  if  it  were  yvvacmi  with- 
"  out  IV  J  which  to  do  without  any  neceJJIty  or  rea/ot],  fave  only 
"  — to  ferve  the  oppofer's  turn  "pon  the  place,  and  fupport  his 
*'  falfe  opinion,  muft  needs  be  very  unreafonables"  HaM» 
?.toM>'s  Six  Qi^cr,  Q^a.  iv.  ^  31, 

•J-    LlTTllTON,    fub    VOCr    40t'.t;u:. 
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obferves,  "  It  is  not  to  as  the  note  of  a  dative 
**  cafe,  but  unto  peace^  as  «»/  is  taken  for  £t?J." 
Again  v/e  are  referred  to  Luke  i.  17.  To  turn 
"—the  dtjobedlerd  to  the  T^ijdom  of  the  juji.  But 
this  is  by  no  means  the  fign  of  a  dative. 
There  is  nothing  given  to  wifdom.  "  Elsner 
/wouJd  render  it,  as  Br.  Doddridge  obferves. 
By  the  wifdom  of  the  juji"^,^'  And  thus  Sir 
Norton  Knatchbull  :  "  Et  infideles  injlruat 
J  ^  fapientla  juftorum\,'^  And  fo  other  Jiteral 
verfions ;  "  In  prudentiam  jujloru??!^.^'  *'  Ad 
fctentiain  re^orum^^,^'  "  Ad  fcientiam  ju/lo^ 
rumXX^"  "  Ad  prudentiarn  juf^orum^'^K''  "  Ad 
intclUgentiam  jujhrum^y^'  he.  In  like  manner, 
I  Their,  iv.  7.  For  God  hath  not  called  us 
unto  ( £7r< )  uncleannefs,  but  iv  ccyia<riJLu,  unto  ho^ 
linefs.  That  is,  in  the  phrafe  of  Dr.  Dod- 
dridge, "to  the  love  and  practice  of  univerfal 
holinefs."  But  what  has  this  to  do  with  giving 
to  a  recipient?  As  to  2  Pet.  i.  5,  6,  7.  it 
feems  fliJl  lefs  to  his  purpofe.  Jdd  to  your  faith 
virtue^   and  to  virtue  hnouiledge^  &c.     i'rr\'/9^'^y^<^'^'^^ 

&c.  i.  e.  bring  forward,  with  your  faith,  virtue, 
and,  with  virtue,  knowledge.  "  The  word  ittj- 
"  ^^f^'yv'C-ctlt  properly  fignifies  to  ktid  up,  as  in 
"  a  dance,  one  of  thcfe  virtues  after  another  in 
"  a  beautiful  and  majeftic  order f."     "  RefpexifTe 

"  videtur 

%   Dr.  Hammond   ut  fuprat      •  Fam.    Expcf.  /«    loc,      j|  Ani- 

rracver,  i«    he.     §   Montan.     §^  Syr .  Inter rR  tT. 

"IX  J.%A^,  Intirpret.     ••  Vulg.     lill^TnKp.  Int£»pbit. 

f  DoDDR,  Fam,    Expof,  in  Ice, 
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*'  videtur  Apodolus  ad  antiquum  morem  ducendi 
*'  choros;  vox  enim  tTnxofriyeip  proprie  fignificat 
''•  chorum  ducere\.''  Accordingly  the  fame  Au- 
thor renders  the  paflage,  "  Jungite  invicem  cum 
*'  fide  virtutem,  cum  virtu te  fcientlam,  &c."  I 
repeat  the  queftion,  What  has  this  to  do  with 
giving  to  a  recipient?  Or  what  fimilarity  has 
it  to  Mr.  B.'s  dative  fenfe?— Who  knows  not 
that  the  article  to  has  various  acceptations,  be- 
fide  what  Mr.  B.  would  force  upon  it  ?  For 
inOance,  we  fay,  appointing  to  an  office,  going  to 
a  pJace,  calling  to  enjoy,  turning  to  wifdom,  &c, 
yet  fuch  an  acceptation  of  the  particle  to  will 
not   ferve  him. 

Nor  will  Dr.  Doddridge's  verfion  anfwer 
his  purpore  in  fenfe,  tho'  in  found.  For  tho* 
he  renders  y/y»«ja»  w  fan^tified  to,  yet  the  particle 
has  not  the  dative  fignification.  He  evidently 
gives  the  original  particle  the  acceptation  of  the 
Greek  t^  or  Latin  /«,  fignifying  towards,  in 
refpeci  of,  for,  &c.  It  is  but  fair  the  Dodtor 
(hould  explain  himfelf :  "  For  in  fuch  a  cafe  as 
"  this,  the  unbelieving  hufband  is  fo  fan^ified  to 
*'  the  wife  \^in  uxor em\  and  the  unbelieving  wife 
"  is  io  fa.Siified  to  the  hufband  \^  in  maritem]^  that 
"  their  matrimonial  converfe  is  as  lawful  as  if 

"   TK£Y    WERE      BOTH      OF    THE     SAME    FAITH  : 

'*  Otherwife  their  children  in  thefe  mixed  cafes 
"  were  unclean,  and  mull  be  looked  upon,  as 
"  imfit  to  be  admitted  to  thofe  peculiar  ordi- 
"  nances  by  which  the  feed  of  God's  people 
"  are  diftinguifhed  -,  but  now  they  are  confefledly 
S  5  "  holy 

•J"  Sur  Norton  Knatchbvil,  ut  fupra^ 
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*'  holy^  and  are  as  readily  admitted  to  baptifin 
"  in  all  our  churches,  as  if  both  the  parents 
*'  were  chriftians :  So  that  the  cafe  you  fee, 
"  is  in  efFe6l  decided  by  this  prevailing  prac- 
4c  tice*."  In  a  note  the  Do6bor  oppofes  the 
idea  of  legitimacy ;  by  fhewing  "  that  the  argu- 
ment will  by  no  means  bear  it."  But  is  it 
not  furprizing  that  perfons  of  difcernment,  that 
Mr.  Booth  in  particular,  fliould  fuppofe  this 
rendering,  fanSilfied  ts,  gives  the  leaft  counte- 
nance to  his  dativs  notion  ?  Is  this  any  thing 
better  than  a  play  upon  the  various  acceptations 
of  an  englifh  particle  ?  Is  it  not  taking,  or  at* 
tempting  to  take,  an  advantage  of  found  againft 
ienfe  ?  And  is  it  not  ftill  more  furprizing  that 
Dr.  S.  fhould  exprefs  himfelf  thus :  "  Indeed 
*'  Dr.  DoDDi.il)GE,  to  whofe  charadter  for  learn- 
^'  ing,  candour,  and  piety  I  pay  great  deference, 
^'  has  fo  exprefled  himfelf  in  his  parapbrafi  on 
^'  this  paffage,  as  very  naturally  to  convey  this 
*^  idea  [of  legitimacy],  tho'  in  his  note  he  op« 
^'  pofes  the  fentiment.  How  to  reconcile  him 
'^'  with  himfelf  I  am  at  a  lofsf."— 77?^  para^ 
phrafe  very  naturally  conveys  this  idea*  And  I 
am  quite  at  a  lofs  to  know,  by  what  medium 
the  Dr.  views  it.  Whereas  it  appears  to  me 
''  very  naturally  to  convey  the  contrary  idea," 
Does  it  not  evidently  rcfolve  the  lawfulnejs  of 
matrimonial  converfe,  in  fuch  a  mixed  cafe,  to 
a  divine  grant^  declaration  and  appointment,  that 
\%y  to  the  party's  htm^  fo  fan^ijied^  in  virtue  of 

agra- 

♦  Fam,  Expcf.  in  foc^        f  AafwCf  to  Dr.  A,  p,  83. 
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a  gracious  privilege  conferred  under  the  gofpel, 
m  if  they  were  both  of  the  SAME  FAITH?  And 
doe's  not  this  clearly  imply,  that  what  fanSlified 
the  unbeliever  was  (not  his  giving  himfelf  t9 
the  other  in  marriage,  but)  God's  favourable 
appointment  in  fuch  a  cafe?  Had  they  been  of 
the  faine  faith^  no  fcruple  could  have  exifted ;  the 
PRIVILEGE  therefore  confifts  in  the  oppofmg 
party's  being  fo  fanSiified  for  the  ufe  of  the 
other,  as  if  both  believed  alike;  otherwife,  their 
having  "  mutually  given  up^  or  fet  apart  them- 
felves  one  to  another,'*  would  have  been  no 
fecurity  againft  a  divorce^  which  was  the  point 
in  queflion,  if  the  Lord  were  equally  ftriil  a- 
gainil  infidel  and  idolatrous  connections  under 
the  prefent,  as  he  was  under  the  preceding 
ccconomy  (Deut.  vii.  3,  4,  &c.) :  and  the  pri- 
vilege moreover  is  exprefsly  extended  to  the 
children \  which  would  have  been  reckoned  (ac- 
cording to  Ezra  ix.  2.  Nehem.  ix.  2.)  not 
among  the  relatively  holy  feed,  in  fuch  a  mixed 
cafe.  Such  a  grant  of  fpecial  privileges,  there- 
fore, the  text  and  the  paraphrafe  imply ;  and 
nothing  Jhort  of  this  could  tend  to  fatisfy  the 
(crupulous  querift. 

But  tho'  Dr.  Doddridge  appears  to  me 
perfe£Hy  confident  with  himfelf,  while  he  oppofes 
the  idea  of  legitimacy:,  yet  I  cannot  help  think- 
ing but  he  is  more  referved  than  he  had  need 
to  be,  if  he  had  meant  to  confine  the  fan^ifica- 
tion  to  the  matrimonial  converfe.  For,  tha'  we 
S  6  ihould 
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fhould  allow  that  the  fanSiiJicatlon  of  the  un- 
believing partner  and  of  the  children  is  the  fame ; 
imd  that  the  terms  fanSlified  and  holy  imply  a 
qualification,  as  far  as  a  divine  grant  can  quali- 
fy, or  a  declarative  permiflion  and  liberty,  "  to 
partake  of  the  diftinguifhmg  rites  of  God's  peo- 
ples" yet,  as  before  Ihewn,  the  oppofer  of  the 
gofpel  fliould  not  be  forced^  for  violent  meafures 
are  no  weapons  of  the  gofpel,  and  fhould  not 
be  employed  in  its  propagation,  or  in  adminifter- 
ing  its  initiatory  feal.  To  which  we  may  add, 
that  fuch  an  oppofing  infidel  or  idolater,  being 
an  avowed  enemy  to  the  head  of  the  church, 
does  not  poflefs  a  fubjc(5iive  fuitablenefs  to  enter 
upon  a  vifible  relation  to  him  and  his  fubjeds. 
He  may,  therefore,  pofTefs.  a  rights  in  virtue  of 
his  relative  fandification  or  holinefs,  a  right 
founded  on  a  divine  grant,  and  yet  no  miniiler 
has  a  right,  or  lawful  authority,  to  impofe  up- 
on  him  what  he  reje^s^  however  beneficial  it 
might  be  to  him  if  accepted.  But  this  is  only 
a  circumjlance^  that  takes  its  rife  folely  in 
adults  from  the  perverfe  exercife  of  human  li- 
berty, the  facred  rights  of  confcience  in  religi- 
ous matters,  and  a  fubjedive  unfuitablenefs  to 
anfwer  the  defign  of  the  ordinance.  T\\t.  Janc^ 
ilfied  unbeliever  is  entitled  to  the  covenant  and  its 
feal,  unconditionally ;  which  title  he  derives,  in- 
dependent of  his  choice,  from  his  relation  to  his 
chriftian  partner,  and  as  the  Gift  of  God: 
but  the  actual  application  of  the  external  pri- 
vilege   minifterially,  is  fufpended    on  a  cetiditionj 

viz. 
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viz.  his  accepting  of  it  in  a  manner  fuitable  to 
his  condition  and  circumftances.  — On  the  con- 
trary, fiippofing  the  children  to  be  holy  only  in 
the  fame  fenfe,  ftill  the  rule  holds,  that  infant  ones 
ought  to  be  baptized  j  becaufe  they  are  capable 
fubjeds,  and  have  not  forfeited  the  grant,  nor 
failed  in  any  condition  required  of  them. 

It  may  not  be  improper  to  rem.ark,  that, 
notwithftanding  we  have,  for  argument'  fake, 
admitted  Mr.  B.'s  idea  of  fcnnenefs  in  having 
been  fan^ijied  and  being  holy^  there  feems  to  be 
a  difference :  As  if  the  Apoftle  intended  to  fhew, 
that  the  unbelieving  partner  was  fandlified,  not 
merely  for  his  own  fake,  but  as  alfo  having  a 
further  influence  on  the  children,  and  without 
which  they  would  have  been  unclean^  The  in- 
fluence of  the  unbelief  and  heathenifm  of  the 
one  party,  as  if  he  had  faid,  is  annihilated,  by 
the  counter  influence  of  the  other  party's  faith 
or  chriflianity,  with  refpe6l  to  their  oifspring. 
The  faith  of  the  one  party,  by  the  merciful 
tenour  of  the  gofpel  difpenfation,  is  more  effica- 
cious towards  claffing  the  children  among  the 
chriftians,  than  the  unbelief  of  the  other  towards 
claffing  them  among  heathens.  The  unbeliever  is 
fanSlified^  i.  e.  his  profefled  unbelief  is  overpowered 
by  the  profejfed  holinefs  of  the  other,  in  reference  to 
their  rdpe£tive  influence  upon  their  children,  which 
were  to  be  ranked  either  among  heathens  or  chrif- 
tians. But  as  to  the  children^  their  holinefs  ap- 
pears in  fironger  and  more  expreflive  terms,  allud- 
ing, it  Ihould  feem,  to  a  well  known/t2^  that  they 

were 
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were  treated  as  holy  j  were  deemed  members  of  the 
chriiliaa  church,  and  made  partakers  of  its  pri- 
vileges according  to  their  capacity.  (Ettk  ctpa,) 
Otherwife  were  your  children  unclean,  ( wv  It ) 
hut  710W  are  they  holy.  "  Nam  particula  yvv  hoc 
"  in  loco,  fays  Beza,  non  eft  temporis  adver- 
*'  bium,  fed  eft  conjuncSio  quae  adhiberi  folet  in 
"  argumeatorum  affumptionibus,  ut  alibi  oftendi- 
"  mus*.*'  Therefore  the  phrafe  vtv  h  uyix  c,-**,  is 
tantamount  to,   '^  fant^i  funt  auteTn.'^ 

Thus  we  fee  that  the  interpretation  for  which 
Mr,  B.  contends,  is  in  every  view  indefenfible. 
It  diredly  tends  to  make  the  apoftle  Paul,  with 
all  his  fuperior  abilities  and  fupernatural  endow- 
ments,— an  unfkilful  cafuift,  a  very  abftruie,  if 
not  an  inconclufive,    reafoner,    and    a    blunderer 

in 

*  Annot.  in  !oe. — The  follo-A'ing  expoficion  of  this  part  of  the  text, 
and  the.  reflections,  by  a  raafteily  cutick,  are  worthy  of  infertion 
here. — *«  ETret  «pa  —  Aiiccjuin  [nifi  paientum  alteruter  eflet  fideli.ij 
**  libt-ri  -vtjhi  ejftnt  itnmur.di^  i.  c.  n;anerent  Ethnici  :  nf*  c'b,  nunc 
**  vero  [quoniam  parentuns  alter  eft  iidejisl  a.y'tU'  litv,  fanSii 
*'  y*«?,  i.  e,  reputantur  membra  Ecdefia  Chriftianae.  Et  in  hac 
**  notione  credo  Apoftolum  faepius  ufurpare  vocem  ayio<;,  ^X.  in 
**  initio  hujus  epiftolae,  &c  Eccleiia  enim  et  fanfti  Aint  fxpius  apud 
«♦  Apoftolum  Synonyma,  ut  appaiet  etiam  alibi,  manifeftiflime  vero 
"  -2  Cor.  i.  1,  &c.— Non  quod  cmnes,  qui  eiTent  in  Ecdefia  Corinthi 
**  vel  Ephefi,  erant  revera  fanfti,  fed  quia  men^bra  erant  viiibilia  cccle- 
«*  fiae,  ideo  vocabantury^jwc?/,  &  ob  earn  caufam  libcri  eorutn  ex  alte- 
**  rutro  parente  fideli,  qui  fuit  votatus  fandus,  participcs  ii€t\ 
*'  funt  B/iPTiSMi,  qucnaodo  fijius  Profelytae  faftus  eft  particeps 
**  circumcifionis,  etiam  infans  cftiduanus,  Er  fi  Ijberi  eorum  qui 
"  vocantur  fanF^iy  cum  fjnt  etiam  Jph  fat'.&i^  non  capaces  fint 
**  baptifmi,  in  quo  prascellunt  funai  immundis  ?  qt.id  inde  habent 
**  commodi,  eo  quod  voccntur  vel  reputc.itur^«(f?i/"  Animadv.i* 
Uct  a  Nor  TON  0  FInatchbuli.. 


Ch.  3.  Suhjuis  of  Baptifrn,  3^9 

in  the  language  in  which  he  wrote.  Whereas 
ours  regards  him,  as  indeed  he  was,  a  fkilful 
cafuift,   a  niafterly   reafoner,  and   a  good  writer. 

But  we  muft  not  quit  this  fubjeil  without 
attending  for  a  few  moments  to  Dr.  S.'s  com- 
promifmg  plan.  Having  difcarded  the  intention  of 
peifonal  internal  holinefs,  legitimacy,  &c.  from  the 
text,  he  obferves:  "If  Mr.  A.  will  but  give 
**  up  his  general  propoiition  [that  the  children  of 
"  pious  parents  arc  included  with  them  in  the 
"  chriftian  covenant]  in  thofe  exceptionable  (qy\- 
"  fes  of  it  to  which  I  have  all  along  objected 
*'  we  Ihall  perhaps  be  able  to  compromife  the 
"  matter  upon  this  text  without  much  diifi- 
"  "culty.  I  agree  then,  that  there  is  a  fenfe  in 
"  which  every  good  man  may  be  faid  to  sanc- 
"  TIFY  hh  ivife  and  his  children.  He  devotes 
"  them  by  faith  and  prayer  to  God,  he  fepa- 
"  rates  them,  as  far  as  his  influence  reaches, 
*'  to  the  fear  and  fervice  of  heaven. —  Thus 
*'  Job  is  faid  to  have  fanaified  his  children,  ch. 
*'  i.  5:1:."  But  inftead  of  compromifing  the  mat- 
ter, the  Dr.  feems  to  me  to  give  up  the  point. 
And  one  would  think  he  is  apprehenfive  of  it 
himfelf;  for,  after  having  endeavoured  to  fup- 
port  his  notion  by  a  full  paraphrafe,  he  obferves : 
"  This  paraphrafe  may  perhaps  not  fatisfy,  nor 
"  do  1  lay  any  great  ftrefs  upon  it*."  But 
feeing  this  notion  is  hardly  expeded  to  give  fa- 
tisfadion,  he  f.ies  to  ■  the  dernier  refoft  of  Anti^ 
poedobaptifts,  I  mean,  their  peculiar  notion   about" 

pofitive 
%Ajii,  to  Dr.  A.  p.  87.  *  Ut  Ju^ray   p,   Sg. 
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pojitive  InflhutiQus :  "  Could  it  be  proved  that 
"  the  children  of  chriftian  parents  are  included 
"  with  them  in  the  chriftian  covenant,  and  on 
"  that  account  holy :  it  would  not  follow  that 
"  therefore  they  (liould  be  baptized :  their  right 
"  to  baptifin  muft  depend,  and  depend  alone, 
**  upon  the  dire6l  exprefs  command  of  the  In- 
"  ftitutor;  for  it  is  alfurd  to  talk  of  analogy 
"  and  confequence  in  the  matter  of  pofitive  in- 
"  ftitutionf.*'  And  yet  this  fort  is  untenable; 
yes,  I  am  bold  to  affirm,  it  is  a  vain  and  ufe- 
\^i%  refuge  in  the  prefent  caufe.  (See  Chap,  i.) 
If  the  reafoning  contained  in  the  preceding 
pages  be  juft,  I  fay  it  again,  "  Inftead  of  com- 
promifmg  the  matter,  the  point  is  given  up»'* 
For,  if  every  good  man,  as  prieft  in  his  own 
houfe,  may  sanctify  his  zvife  and  children^ 
may  devote  them  by  faith  and  prayer  to  God, 
and  SEPARATE  them  to  the  fear  and  ft^mce 
of  heaven;  if  thofe  who  are  thus  treated  may 
be  termed  holy^  and  are  fo  termed  by  the  apof- 
tle,  as  the  Dr.  fuppofes— the  very  nature  of  the 
cafe  fhews,  that  the  holinefs  fpoken  of  is  rela^ 
five',  and  the  nature  and  defign  of  chriftian 
baptifm  (hew,  that  he  may  with  equal  propriety, 
fet  apart  all  of  them,  as  his,  for  that  ordi- 
nance; and  it  appears  from  what  has  l^^en  faid^ 
that  none  in  fuch  a  family  fliould  be  hk  un- 
baptized,  except  thole  who  reje^  the  counfel  of 
God,  or  are  manifel^ly  difaffetled  to  the  chrif- 
tian  church  and  its  divine  Founder, 

§  55.  From 
t   Ibid. 
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§  55.  From  what  has  been  faid  in  this  chapter 
we  may  draw  the   following   obvious  corollaries. 

I.  CorolL  Thofe  principles  whereby  infant  chil- 
dren are  debarred  from  their  parents'  privileges, 
from  a  vifible  (landing  in  the  church  of  Chriil, 
and  particularly  from  baptifm,  which  is  itfelf  a 
privilege,  and  tiie  only  introdu6lory  rite  to 
that  vifible  {landing  among  God*s  people,  are 
unreafonahle^  unjcriptural^  and  highly  uncharita- 
ble. 

( I )  TJnreafonahk  —  becaufe  "  infants  are  capa- 
ble of  the  OBLIGATIONS  of  baptifm;  for  the 
obligation  arifeth  from  the  equity  of  the  things 
not  from  the  underilanding  and  capacity  of  the 
perfon*."  And  "  if  we  coniider  baptifm  as  an 
ordinance  of  ckdication  —  it  is  the  indifpenfible 
duty  of  believers  to  devote  themfelves,  and  all 
they  havey  to  God  ;  which  is  Jounded  in  the  law 
of  nature^  and  is  the  refult  of  God's  right  to^ 
us  and  ours."  And  if  it  be  objeded  :  "  Since 
infants  cannot  devote  themfelves  to  God  in  this 
ordinance,  therefore  it  is  not  to  be  applied  to 
them ;  to  this  it  may  be  replied,  1  hat  as  there 
is  no  other  medium  which  can  be  made  ufe  of 
to  prove  that  the  folemn  a£l  of  confecration, 
or  dedication  to  God  in  baptifm,  is  to  be 
made  only  by  ourfelves,  but  what  is  taken  from 
a  fuppofition  of  the  matter  in  controverfy,  by 
thofe  who  affert  that  infants  are  not  to  be 
baptized :  fo  if  this  method  of  reafoning  be  al- 
lowed of,   we   might  as   well  fay,  on    the  other 

haad 

^  Poois*6  Annott  on  Matt,  xxviii.  ig. 
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hand  ;  Infants  are  to  be  baptized  ;  therefore  bap- 
tifrn  is  not  an  ordinance  of  felf  dedication,  fince 
they  cannot  devote  themfelves  to  God ;  and  that 
would  militate  againft  what  is  allowed  of  by  all, 
that  baptifm,  when  applied  to  the  adult,  is  an  ordi- 
nance of  fdf-dcdication.  — When  I  do,  as  it  were, 
pafs  over  my  right  to  another,  there  is  nothing 
required  in  order  hereunto,  but  that  I  can  law- 
fully do  it,  confidering  it  as  my  property ;  and 
this  is  no  kfs  to  be  doubted  concerning  the 
infnnt  feed  of  believers  than  I  can  queftion,  whe- 
ther an  adult  perfon  has  a  right  to  hi?nfeIfvjh.Qn  he 
gives  up  himfelf  to  God  in  this  ordinance. — 
And  from  hence  it  may  be  inferred  —  that  in- 
fants defcending  from  parents,  either  both,  or 
but  one  of  them  profefling  faith  in  Chrift,  are 
to  be  baptized:  fmce  one  parent  has  as  much  a 
right  to  the  child  as  the  other^,^'  To  thefe  re- 
fief^ions  of  the  judicious  Dr.  Ridgley,  I  will 
add  the  following  from  the  juftly  celebrated  Dr. 
Owen:  "  All  children  in  their  infancy  are 
reckoned  unto  the  covenant  of  their  parents,  by 
virtue  of  the  law  of  their  creation.  —  l^hofe  who 
by  God's  appointment,  and  by  virtue  of  the 
law  of  their  creation,  are  and  muji  of  ncceffity  be 
included  in  the  covenant  of  their  parents,  have 
the  fame  rie;ht  with  them  unto  the  privileges  i^i 
that  covenant,  no  exprejs  exception  being  put  in 
againft  them.  This  right  it  is  in  the  power  of 
none  to   deprive  them   of,   unLf   tkcy  can  chang: 

t,.i 

*    RiDGtry's  BoJy  ofDiv,   vol.  ii,  p.  408,  400,' 


Ch.  3«  Suhjeas  of  Bapt'ifnu  403 

the  law  of  their  creation  \,^^  To  attempt  which, 
it  is  hardly  neceflary  to  remark,  that  it  is  fuffi- 
ciently  unreajonahle, 

(2)  UnfcripturaL  In  addition  to  what  has 
been  faid  on  the  various  difpenfations  of  the  co- 
,  venant  of ^ grace,  or  the  grant  of  mercy  to  men; 
the  declarations  of  prophecy ;  and  the  records  of 
the  New  Teftament ;  Jet  the  following  remarks 
from  the  author  laft  referred  to,  be  impartially 
weighed.  "  Believers  under  the  New  Teftament, 
have  loft  nothing,  no  privilege  that  was  enjoyed 
by  them  under  the  old.  Many  things  they  have 
gained^  and  thofe  of  unfpeakable  excellency,  but 
they  have  loft  nothing  at  all.  Whatever  they 
had  oi  privilege  in  any  ordinance,  that  is  conti- 
nued; and  whatever  was  of  burden  or  bon- 
dage, that  is  taken  away:  all  that  they  had  of 
old  was  on  this  account,  that  they  were  the 
people  of  God,  —  Into  this  great  fountain  privilege 
believers  under  the  gofpel  have  now  fucceeded.— 
This  I  fuppofe  is  unqueftionabie ;  that  God 
making  them  to  be  his  people  who  were  not  a 
people^  would  not  cut  them  (hort  of  any  privilege 
which  belonged  before  to  his  people  as  fucli.  -r 
Let  men  but  give  ofie  inflame  to  this  purpofe, 
and  not  beg  the  matter  in  queftion,  and  it  ihall 
fuffice.  —  And  is  it  poflible  that  any  man  fhould 
be  a  lofer  by  the  comi^ig  of  Chrift^  or  by  hi^ 
own  coming  unto  Chrift?  It  is  againft  the  who^e 
gofpel  once  to  imagine  it  in  the  leaft  inflance. 
Let  it  now  be  inquired,  whether  it  were  not  z 

gre^T 
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great  privilege  of  the  people  of  God  of  old,  that 
their  infant  feed  were  taken  into  covenant  with, 
them,  and  were  made  partakers  of  the  initial 
feal  thereof?  Doubtlefs  it  was  the  greateft  they 
enjoyed,  next  to  the  grace  they  received  for  the 
faving  of  their  own  fouls.  —  Without  this,  what- 
ever they  werej  they  were  not  a  people.  Behev- 
ers  *  under  the  gofpel  are,  as  we  have  fpoken,  the 
people  of  God',  and  that  with  all  iorts  of  advan- 
tages annexed  unto  that  condition,  above  what 
were  enjoyed  by  them  wiio  of  old  w^ere  fo. 
How  is  it  then  that  this  people  of  God^  made  fo 
by  Jefus  Chrifl:  in  the  gofpel,  ihould  have  their 
charter  upon  its  renezval  ra%ed  with  a  depriva- 
tion of  one  of  their  choicefl  rights  and  privi- 
leges ?  Ailuredlyit  is  not  fo.  And  therefore,  if 
believers  are  now,  as  the  apoftle  fays  they  are, 
the  pccpk  of  God  ( Heb.  iv.  9, )  their  children 
have  a  right  to  the  initial  feal  of  the  covenant  f." 
(3)  Uncharitable,  Is  it  not  uncharitable  (to 
fay  nothing  worfe)  to  conclude,  that  all  the 
infants  in  the  chriftian  v^'orld  are  as  unqualified 
for  a  vifible  memberfl^ip  in  the  church  of  God, 
as  the  mofl:  hardened  infidel?  Nay,  much  fur- 
ther from  the  gofpel  kingdom;  fmce  the  latter 
may  come  to  be  a  member  in  a  few  days,  while 
the  former  wz///?,  on  this  plan,  be  fliut  out  for 
years;  and  this  exclufion  muft  continue  for  ever, 

if 

*  Understand  by  Belie^'ers  and  the  fecf>k  of  God,  Chris- 
tians j  that  is,  thcfe  who  are  fuch  by  denomination-,  which  re- 
xtarks  are  ftill  more  forcible    with  rcfped  to  the  truly  pious, 

f  Dr,  Ov.zHf  On  the  Hcbr,  tol.  ii, p.  256. 
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if  the  party  do  not  fuhmit  to  fuch  terms  of  com- 
munion, as  nine  godly  perfons  out  of  ten  judge 
and  fmcerely  believe  are  unreafonable  and  unfcrip^ 
tura/y  viz.  a  renunciation  of  the  baptifm  and 
church-memberfhip  of  infants,  and  of  every 
mode  of  receiving  and  adminiftering  the  ordi- 
nance, except  a  total  immerfion  of  the  body. 
Our  opponents,  indeed,  extend  their  charity  as 
far  as  we  could  wi(h,  to  dying  infants,  while 
they  are  fo  fparing  of  it  to  the  living.  The 
dying  are  numbered  with  the  faints^  the  living, 
as  to  church  relation  and  privileges,  are  clafled 
with  injidels»  And  is  it  not  firange  to  aflonini- 
ment,  that  the  excellency  and  fpirituality  of  the 
gofpel  difpenfation  Ihould  be  confidered  as  an 
argument  by  men  of  fenfe,  for  excluding  infants 
from  a  vifible  relation  to  Chrift  and  his  people! 
But  if  this  be  a  juft  plea  of  exclufion,  why  fo 
freely  allow  them  a  {landing  in  a  ftate  far  ?nore 
excellent  and  fpiritual?  Hov/  can  thefe  things 
hang  together?  Does  it  not  involve  an  abfur-- 
dity^  as  well  as  uncharitablenefs,  to  fay,  that  a 
perfon  may  be  very  welj  admitted  to  heaven, 
without  believing  and  repenting,  but  not  to  be 
a  member  of  the  vifible  church  ?  The  church,  it 
is  allowed,  is  the  common  nurfery  from  whence 
'paradife  is  planted;  and  yet  infants  muft  not  be 
taken  into  this  nurfery,  but  heaven  muft  have 
Ithem  from  the  wild  wafte!-~Dr.  John  OwEit 
was  a  man  whom  no  modeft  perfon  would 
jventure  to  pronounce  either  a  fhallow  divine  or 
a  fuperficial  reafoner;  he  was  a  perfon  much 
jconverfant  with  the  controveriial  parts  of  divi- 
!  ,  nity 
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nity,  eminently  verfed  in  the  rationale  of  the 
divine  difpenfations,  well  acquainted  with  the 
nature  of  pofitive  inftitutions  in  general;  and 
the  fubjecls  and  mode  of  baptifm  in  particular, 
poffefled  a  (hare  of  his  inveftigations.  Thus 
qualified  to  inftru6t  us,  let  us  hear  his  words:' 
"  Why  is  it  the  will  of  God,  that  unbelievers 
"  and  impenitent  finners  (hould  not  be  baptized? 
"  It  is  becaufe,  not  granting  them  t\\Q  grace^  he 
"  will  not  grant  them  the  Jign,  If  therefore 
"  God  denies  the  Jtgn  to  the  infant  feed  of  be- 
*'  lievers,  it  muft  be  becaufe  he  denies  them  the 
*'  grace  of  it ;  and  then  ell  the  children  of  be- 
"  lieving  parents,  dying  in  their  infancy,  mull 
*'  without  hope  be  eternally  damned.  I  do  not 
"  fay,  that  all  mufl  be  fo,  who  are  7iot  baptized; 
"  but  all  rnujl  be  fo  whom  God  would  have 
"  NOT  BAPTIZED*."  Infants  being  not  natu- 
rally incapable  of  baptifm,  as  before  (hewn,  any 
more  than  of  circumcifion,  and  fcripture  evidence 
affording  no  exprefs  exception  againft  them,  but 
on  the  contrary  contains  much  in  their  favour 
as  members  of  the  chriflian  church,  and  their 
right  to  baptifm,  may  we  not  afk,  if  Dr.  Owen's 
reafoning  be  juft  (and  we  may  fafely  challenge 
the  whole  corps  of  Antipoedobaptifts  to  refute  it) 
muft  not  our  denying  baptifm  to  our  infant  chil- 
dren be  a  condudl  towards  them  highly  uncha- 
ritable^ as  well  as  unfcriptural  and  unreafonable  ? 
We  impeach  not  the  tendernefs  and  afFe«51:ion 
of  our  brethren  to  their  children  in  other  re- 
fpe6b,  and  readily   fuppofe  that  there   is  a  fenfe 

in 
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in  which  ^try  good  man  among  them  «  devote, 
rl  ,   f^^^r-STENNETT  exprefe  it)   by  ftith 
[tho    m  this  refpea  ^eak^  and  prayer  to  God 
■--feparates  them  as  far  as  his    influence   reaches 
If^cept^  the  cafe  of  church-memberlhip  and  bap- 
tifmj    to  the  fear    and   fervice   of   heaven,   and 
they  denve  from  their  conneaion  with  him  fuch 
external,  advantages   of  a    religious    kind    [tho' 
;  m  an  >rreguhr  way,  if  it   be  irregular  to  fepa 
rate  what  God  hath  joined,  the  Lur  and  th" 
,>/j   and  to  tear  away  the  ftamp  and  fignature 
of  the  only    charter   whereby    they  enjoy  thofe 
i  external  advantages]   as    often  prove  the'happ; 
^  means  of  their  converfion  and  falvationf."    The 
\unchantable„efs  we  are  fpeaking  of   confifts,   not 
-n  reftrammg  prayer  before  God  for  them,  or  in 
negleaing   moral    parental    duties    (except    what 
|anfes  naturally  and  necelTarily  from  their  diftin- 
Igmlhmg  tenet),   but   in  affing  the  part  of  the 
;difciples  over  agam,  who /.rW  infants  and  chil- 
Idren  to  be  brought  to  Chrift  in  all  the  external 
(Ways  they  are   capable  of  being  brou-rht. 

2.  arc//.  From  what  has  been  faid  it  may 
evidently  appear,  what  that  ehurc/,  memierjhip  is 
which  we  claim  for  infants,  and  what  thofe  dif-  • 
|terent  m«^-.«  are  in  which  they  ftand  to  Chrift 
and  h,s  people  before  and  after  baptifm  The 
term  it.klf  ciurcb.memierjh/p,  being  expreffive  of 
Nation  and  comparifon,  admits  of  different  de- 
p-ees-  fo  that  the  fame  perfon  may  be  a  churcli- 
member  m  one  fenfe,  but  not  in  another.  The 
jofpel  church  is  a  felea  body  of  people  of  which 
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Chrifl-  is  the  head,  and  each  perfon  of  which  it 
is  compofed  is  a  member.  But  this  body  tmy 
be  fclc6i  in  a  manner  Icfs  or  more  ftria-,  and 
coniequently  the  relcdion  of  the  members  to  the 
head  and  to  each  other  muft  be  proportionally 
remote  or   intimate.     Accordingly  we  may   ob- 

ferve, 

( I )    That   perfons    are  often    called   church^ 
members  in   this    controverfy,    when  they   are   fo 
only    de  jurcy    or   quoad  debiUim,      And    in    this 
fenfe    we  regard   all   adults   before  baptifm,    who 
neverthelefs  7nay   be  lawfully  baptized.     The  in-^ 
fant    children    of   profefling    chriftians,    thofe    of 
our  opponents  not   excepted,    we  alfo  regard    as 
church-members    in    the    fame    fenfe,    tho'    not 
baptized.     And  we  cannot  but  confider  this   cir- 
cumftante  with  pleafure  and  gratitude,  on  behalf 
of  children,  that  there   is  one  degree  of  church- 
memberfhip,  that  which  is  quoad  debiiumy   which 
it  is  out  of  the  power  of  men  to  deprive  them 
of.     The  propriety   of   their   being  denominated 
members  of  the  church,  antecedent  to  their  being 
minifterially  recognized   fuch,  arifes  hence,   That 
they   aaually  pofiefs   the   qualifications  of  mem- 
bers, and  therefore  are  Jo  in  the  divine  eJii?nation, 
and  ought  to  be  fo  in  ours,  tho',  quoad  eventutn, 
they  may  never  be  baptized,   thro'   the  miftakes 
and  faults  of  others.     This  relation  to  Chrift  is 
-  appointed  and  determined  by  himfelf,  and   flands 
abfolutely   independent   on   the   will   of  others. 

(2)   Persons   are   called    church^members    in   a 
JrL^er  fenfe,  when  they  have  been  regularly  ad- 
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mitted  by  baptifm,  the  ordinance  of  admiffion, 
into  the  number  of  thofe  who  are  profefTed 
ehrijiians^  in  contradiftin6tion  to  Jews,  Heathens, 
&c.  And  it  is  evident  from  the  nature  of  the 
cafe,  that  this  degree  of  memberfhip  depends  on 
the  will  and  miniftry  of  man,  quoad  eventiim. 
The  right  of  memberfliip,  being  a  divine  gift, 
muft  needs  be  ahfolute\  but  the  pubtick  avowal 
and  recognition  of  that  right  by  an  ordinance 
inftituted  for  that  purpofe,  muft  needs  depend  on. 
the  judgment,  volition,  and  agency  of  men.  If 
any  abufe  this  difcretionary  truft,  they  are  ac- 
countable to  the  Judge  of  all ;  neverthclefs,  with 
regard  to  the  validity  of  minifterial  acSts,  in  ad- 
mitting perfons  into  this  memberfhip,  or  fhutting 
them  out,  we  may  fay,  that  what  is  bound 
on  earth  is  bound  in  heaven,  and  what  is 
loofed  on  earth  is  loofed  in  heaven.  There- 
fore, the  firft  relation  is  to  be  fought  from  the 
determination  of  God,  but  the  laft  from  the 
determination  of  man*  And  then  alone  is  the 
latter  right,  when  it  coincides  with,  and  is  ex- 
prefTive  of,  the  former.  And  in  reference  to 
baptifm  we  may  fay,  it  belongs  to  the  firft,  but 
7nakes  the  fecond, 

(  3  )  Again  :  Perfons  are  called  church-merri' 
hers  in  the  JiriSieJi  fenle,  when  they  have  con- 
fented  to  afTociate  together  for  divine  worfhip 
and  chriftian  fellowfhip,  for  promoting  their 
mutual  edification,  the  converfion  of  fouls,  &c. 
But  fuch  a  body  is  not,  ftridtly  fpeaking,  the 
I  ihurch  of  Chrift,  but  a  part  of  it.  Chrift  has 
!  .  T  but 
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but  one  body,  the  church,  myftically;  and  but 
one^  vifibly ;  and  as  to  congregational  churches, 
fo  called,  they  are  but  collective  parts  of  that 
one  viilble  church.  Or  if  we  borrow  an  illuf- 
tration  from  the  ftarry  heaven,  we  may  fay, 
That  a  particular  church  is  a  conftellation  of 
ftars,  which  makes  but  a  fmall  part  of  the  ge- 
neral catalogue. 

But  what  particularly  deferves  our  notice  is. 
That  the  Jlrji  relation  entitles  to  baptifm ;  that 
Xh^fecond  relation  fuppofes  the  application  of  bap- 
tifm 5  and  th€  third  alone  is  what  infants  and 
young  children  are  to  be  debarred  from.  And 
this  exclufion  is  no  arbitrary  proceeding,  but  re- 
fults  from  the  very  nature  and  defign  of  fuch  a 
fociety.  The  only^  pofttive  qualification  requifite 
for  this  iaft  memberfliip,  is,  that  a  perfon  be 
baptized;  and  in  that  refpedl:  every  baptized  per- 
fon may  be  faid  to  have  a  legal  right  to  it. 
But  again,  feeing  the  nature  and  defign  of  fuch  a 
fociety,  as  may  be  gathered  from  nature  and  reve- 
lation, does  not  comprehend  infants  and  children, 
and  adultt"^  evidently  difqualified  by  error  and- 
wickednefs ;  the  one  not  poflelling  natural,  the 
other  not  moral  qualifications;  the  not  admit- 
ting baptized  infants  to  the  Lord's  Supper, 
which  is  peculiar  to  church-members  in  this  ftri6l- 
cft  fenfe,  is  founded  on  the  jufteft  principles; 
for  when  laws  and  rights  pofttive  and  moral  in* 
terfercy  the  former  muft  yield  to  the   latter. 

If  our  opponents  wilfully  overlook  thefc  plain 
and   neceffary  difiindions,  it    is  no  wonder,    if 

fo 
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fo  difpofed,  that  they  fhould  be  able  to  repre- 
fent  the  Pn^dobaptifts  in  an  inconfiftent  and  ri- 
diculous Hght :  for  what  armour  is  proof  againfl 
fuch  weapons  ?  At  this  rate,  the  facrednefs  and 
dignity  of  truth  itfelf  are  no  defence.  Mr.  B. 
having  made  fome  remarks  oa  the  v/ord  "  cove* 
nant"  as  ufed  by  Mr.  Matthew  Henry  (as 
if  that  term  alfo  had  not  varioia  acceptations), 
adds:  "  The  conduct  of  Mr.  Henry  is  quite 
*'  fimilar,  in  regard  to  church -msmberfmp.  For 
"  in  one  place  he  tells  us,  that  baptifm  is  an. 
"  ordinance  of  Chriil:,  whereby  the  perfon  bap- 
"  tized  is  folemnly  admitted  a  member  of  the. 
"  vifible  church :  yet  in  the  fame  treatife,  he  af- 
*'  fures  us,  that  baptifm  is  an  ordinance  of  the 
"  vifible  church,  and  pertains  therefore  to  thofc 
"  that  ARE  vifilde  members  of  th_e  church.— Their 
*'  covenant  right  and  their  church -me  mberjhip^  in- 
"  titleth  them  to  baptifm  —  Baptifm  doth,  not 
"  give  the  title,  but  recognize  it,  and  compleat 
"  that  churcli-memberfhip  which  before  was  im- 
"  perfe6lt."  But  does  this  paffage  deferve  all 
the  ridicule  Mr.  B.  affedls  to  treat  it  with  ? 
Is  there  any  thing  here  deferving  of  "  the  far- 
caftic  refle6tion  of  a  profane  poet?"  Mr.  B.'s 
ironies  in  the  prefent  cafe,  afFe^l — not  Mr.  Hen- 
ry's caufe^  nor  the  fentiments  here  advanced, 
but  —  the  defedl  of  language,  or  at  moil  an  omif- 
fion  in  defining  terms  and  making  diitincSlions, 
to  prevent  the  cavils  of    thofe  who    feek   occa- 

fion. 

•}■  Poidob,  Exam,  p,  322,  and   Mr>   Henry^s  Treatife  on  Baptifm, 
«  p.  ZSr  66,  X07, 
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Son.  — Having  examined  as  propofed,  Who  are 
the  proper  Subje£is  of  baptifm  ;  particularly,  whe- 
ther it  is  the  WILL  of  Christ  that  the  in- 
fants ot  believing  or  cliriftian  parents  fhould 
be  baptized?  we  proceed  to  confider  next  the 
?ii9de  of  adminiftering  the  ordinance* 


End     of    Vol.    I, 
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